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COWTEIVTS. 



INTRODUCTION. 



PART I. 



Believers proved to be the only proper subjects of Christian 

Baptism. 

CHAPTER J.— Containing the argument fiom the apostolick oommiasion for the 
baptism of believers only. 

CHAP^ II. — The baptimi of John ahown to be distinct from Chriatian baptiam, 
and only prepamtory to it ; yet it reflects Ught upon the present question, as 
it was applied to believers only. 

CHAP. ///.-^Christian baptism shown to have been instituted by Christ during 
his lijfe and personal ministry. 

CHAP. IV.—ThB various attempts to include inf&nts in the apostolick commis- 
sion (or baptism, considered and refuted. 

CHAP, K—Circumcision shown to be of perpetual obligation to the Jews, and 
hence baptism cannot be ctmsidered as a substitute. 

CHAP. VL 
tament dis 
tjcularly illustrated and proved. 

CHAP, FIT.— Tl^e memorable passage, Acts ii. 38--4], particularly exammed. 

CHAP. V/iZ— The three instances of the baptism of a household, recorded Acta 
zvi. 14, 15, 93, and I. Cor. i. 16, particulariy examined. 

CHAP. /Jr.— The right of believers only to baptism confirmed by the constitu- 
tion of the apostoBck churches. / 

CHAP. X— Containing an examination (^ Mark x. 13—16, Rom. xi. 16, 17, and 
I. Cor. vii. 14. 

CHAP. XI. — The nature of positive institutions illustrated and established. 

CHAP. XII. — The Abrahamick covenant, though a gracious covenant, or a dis- 
pensation of the covenant of grace ; yet, shown to be distinct from the cove- 
nant of grace itself. 

CHAP. XIII. — ^The argument for the baptism of infimts, grounded on the interest 
which they are supposed to have in tne promise of the Abrahamick covenant, 
considered and renited. 



,— The fact that the kingdom of heaven was set up, or the New Tes- 
iispensation introduced during Christ's life and personal miniatiy, par- 
' illustrated and proved. 



CHAP, XTV.— The inconsistency between the belief and practice of Bedobap'^ 
tists, respecting the church*membership of infants, exposed. 

CHAP. XV. Containing additional evidence that there is such a change in the 
constitution of the church, under tbe goepel, as excludes the membership of 
infants. 

CHAP. XVI. — The argument in favour of infant baptism, from ecclesiastical 
history, examined, and shown to be insufficient ana inconclusive. 

CHAP. XFiJ.— Containing remaifcs on female comnonion, and the change of 
the Sabbath. 



PART II. 

The differeut modes of administering the ordinance of baptism^ . 
in use among the churches shown to be valid. 

^ CHAP. I. — Containing an examination of the Greek word, hap^o, 

CHAP. II. — Containing aa exaoadatioi^ of the Greek word, lauo, as used ta de- 
note the ordinance of baptism. 

CHAP, III. — ^The figurative import of baptism examined. 

CHAP. IV. — The circumstances attending the administralion of baptism con> 
sidered. 

CHAP. K— Containing an examinatioaof the argument in fitvoKur of immersiojit . 
from ecclesiastical history. 

CHAP. VI. — ^Concluding aiguments io fawmi of tlv validity of all modes of. 

baptism. 



PART III. 

Open communion with all evangelical Christians iUuatrated and^ 

defe»ded. 

CHAP. /.—Ttie subject explained. 

CHAP. //.—Containing the argument for^<H)en communion founded on the 
Christian ex^rience and charaeter. 

CHAP. Ill — Containing the argumept for open communion based upon the prin- 
ciple that the modb of baptism is not essential. 

CHAP. /y.-oCentaining the atgunent fbr open communien based upon the right 
and privilege of private judgement. 

CHAP. F.— Containing the argument for open communion based upon the con- 
sideration that, although baptism was manifestiy intended to precede, in the 
older of nature, the commemoration of Christ's death in the ordinance of the 
supper, ii does not appear that we have a warraot to insist upon it a9 an iar 
dispensable prerequisite, in all cases. ^ 



IWTRODrCTIOW- 



The question, who are to be baptized, has received, aod^ 
continues to receive, different answers. Some alfirm that be^ 
lievers in Jesus are the onlv' proper subjects of tbis ordinance ; 
others insist tfaat not only oelieyers, but their iufjptnt children, 
or households, are proper subjects. 

It is obvious, that the one or the other of these opinions, and of 
the respective practices founded thereon, must be wrong. Ei- 
ther the former class fail, in part, to do what Christ has solemn* 
ly required to be done ; or the latter go beyond his order, and 
baptize multitudes who do not come within the compass of 
their commission. 

Tsking unauthorized ground, whether it be done by the one, or 
the otfiety materially alters the course prescribed by our Lord, 
and deranges^the order which belongs to his kingdom. 

Not that I would represent the errour, in either case, ^^ fatal. 
There are doubtless Christians among both Baptists and Pe- 
dobaptists. Nevertheless, the errour of the one, or of the other, 
is extremely hurtful, and ought4o-be relinquished. 

The subject of Christian^baptism is one of great practical im^ 
portance. This -is evinced by many considerations: some of 
which are the following, viz : its being 9i positive institution, and 
one of the two Christian sacraments, or New Testament ordinan- 
ces ; its being a badge of discipleshipj and a door of entrance into 
the visible church; its forming, of course, a dividing /uie be- 
tween the visible kingdom of Christ aud the. world; its being 
a bond of union among Christian professors ; aod^its laying the 
baptized under peculiar obligations to a holy life. There is, al- 
so, a peculiar prominence given to this ordinance in all the 
New Testament records. 

It is therefore, as above staled, a subject of great practical 
importance* The authority and glory of Christ, and the good 
of Zion,are seriously affected by the manner in which this sub- 
jecLis viewed and treated. '. 

^ ffie duty and proper ' employment of' Christians is to obey 
the precepts of Christ, their Lord and Master. " Ye are my 

1* 
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friends,'' said he, ^< if ye do whatsoever I command^ you.'^" 
Ag^ain ; ^^ he that hath my commaDdments and keepeth them, 
he it is that loveth me." To each of his disciples, he says, ^' fol- 
low roe." Moreover, we are particularly cautioned and warn- 
ed not ^' to take from," nor ^* add-to bis words." It, therefore,, 
hecomes every one, and especially, every minister of the gos* 
pel, to make himself acquainted with the mind of Christ con- 
cerning this matter, and to do the thing, and the ot^y thing, 
which he has enjoined. 

Christ certainly intended that infants should, or should not 
be baptized. And he has either commanded that they should 
be baptized, or he has not. if the former be the fact, we ought 
to know it: and if the latter,>^e ought to know it, and act ac- 
cordingly. 

Moreover, whatever be the will of Christ in relation to this 
point, it is reasonable to suppose that it is. so plainly revealedy 
that the humble and honest inquirer may discover it. It would 
be a reflection upon him and upon his word, to say that his will 
cannot be gathered from what is written. 

He has, surely, not left this matter in uncertainty. He has^ 
not intrusted the business oi legislating thereon, either to his 
church, or to his ministers. He is Lord over his own house 
and kingdom. The Father testided from the cloud of glory, 
'' 'J'his is my beloved son, hear Aim." No one, therefore, who 
is not inspired by his spirit, has a right. to make laws to bind, 
the consciences of men, or, in any measure, to lessen, or en- 
large his appointments. 

It we admit the scriptures to be a sufficient and infallible 
rule of faith and practice, we raust^ (to be consistent,) allow 
that they contain clear and satisfactory light upon this subject. 
Consequently, if we err, it is because we do not thoroughly ex- 
amine and. understand the scriptures, and the fault is our own. 

Christians ought to be more thoroughly awake to this subject. 

Much, indeed, has been said and written on it. But so long 
as errour prevails, and the followers of Jesus are divided, and 
the church marred and lent asunder; the subject should still 
excite a deep and prs^erful interest, and lead to a candid and la- 
borious investigation : not with a view to gain the mastery ; but 
to And out the leal will of Jesus. How shall errour be rooted 
up, and the deplorable evils which exist in relation to this sub- 
ject be removed, except by honest inquiry, and diligent re- 
search ? and by a willing submission to the testimony of the 
scriptures ? ^ 

In this investigation, it is of high importance to be willing t«i^ 
receive light from any instrument whom the Lord nuiy raise 
up for that purpose— i. e. from any one whom the Lord may 
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assist to give a right constractioii of bis wordy and to point 
out the gi>od old way which had been forsaken. Ood often rai* 
sea up men to expound his word, and correct prevailing er» 
rourS) from quarters which would have been least expected. 

No one should reject the light which may be reiSected upon 
the subject, through pride of opinion, or partiality to his own 
sect, or order ; because it does not proceed from them, or come 
in the way of his choosing. But when, vipoo due examination, 
the doctrine . dvaneed is found to be verily tru€j it should be 
embraced, from whatever quarter it comes. 

Believing that I have obtained new light upon this subject, 
not by means of any new Tevelatian^ but from the holy scriptures, 
isoliqit the attention of the pubiick to what I have to say, al- 
though I am conscious of my unworthiness. I'hough J might 
have been the last from whom any thing could faave been ex< 
pected that would elucidate this subject ; yet the Lord can work 
by just such meant^. . And his name alone be praised for the 
knowledge which I ttust he has given me. 

It will be seen, at once, thatif the scheme here proposed and 
advocated.be correct, viz'. that believers are the only proper 
subjects of baptism, but the mode of administration is not es- 
sential, its adoption will tend to remove a mighty wall of sepa* 
ration which has long existed between two great bodies of evan- 
gelical Christians, the Baptists and Pedohabtists. Each of 
these bodies must yield something to the other: The Pedo- 
baptists must give up the baptism of infants^ and the Baptists 
must gii^e up the principle that immersion is the only valid 
baptism; and then the separating wall is removed. 1 hey can, 
then, without any embarrassment, come around the table of 
their common Lord/ 

This is the line on which, I^am persuaded, they ought and 
«t*«r eventually meet* For both belong to Christ, and the forna 
of baptism used by each is valid ; therefore the one ought not 
to say to the other, you may not eat with mc at the table of Je- 
sus ; but both ought to sit down together and celebrate his dy- 
ing love. It highly becomes these sections of the church to 
give up their respective errours, and 'to receive each other in 
the Lorxl,.as Christ hath received thi^m, to the glory of God. 

While I am constrained, for reasons hereafter stated, to take 
the ground of .anti-pedx>haptism, I cannot insist on immersion 
as the only valid mode of baptism ; and hence exclude all from 
communion who have not been immersed. My stopping here, 
I aq) sensible, exposes me to censure from the Baptists, as my 
giving up infant baptism does from the Pedobaptists. 1 have 
not the satisfaction to please either, although I extend the hand^ 
of. charity to both. 
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B\it I am neither to believe, nor to write, to please men. M^ 
object should be, and is, to elicit and defend the truth ; and to 
his own master each of us must stand, or fall. 

The propositions which I shall undertake to illustrate and de«» 
fend, are these three, viz : 

I. Believers are the only proper subjects of Christian Bap« 
tism. 

I J. The different modes of administering this ordinance in^ 
use among the chutches, are valid. 

III. Open communion with all evangelical Christians, is a . 
duty and privilege. 

Follow me patiently, dear reader, in the defence of these 
propo«itions, and judge of my arguments and illustrations in the 
light of the holy scriptures, and pray thatyou may be enlighten-- 
ed to know the Redeemer's will. 



PABT I. 

BELIEVERS PROVED TO BE THE ONLY PROPER SUBJECTS OF 

CHRISTIAN BAPTISBL 



CHAPTER I. 

&mtaining the argmnent from tfie apostoHek commission for the^ 

baptisjn of beiievers only. 

The final commission which oor Lord gave to, his apostles, 
as recited by Matthew, Chap, xxviii, 19, 20, is in these words: 
^ Go ye therefore, and. teach aii nations, baptizing them in the 
name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost; 
teaching them to observe all things whatsoever I have com- 
manded you : and lo, I am with you alway, even unto the end 
of the world." 

He had, previously, sent them to preach the kingdom of God 
to the cities and towns of Israel. And he had also^ previously, 
made many disciples^ whom the apostles, by his order, baptized. 

But, now, they were bidden to go and make disciples of all ' 
nations^ and baptize them in the name of the Father, Son and 
Spirit. 

This commission, unquestionably, extends to all ordinary 
ministers^ and contains the warrant for th« administration of. 
baptism. 

And the plain import of it is, that they were first to teach 
and then baptize such as should believe their doctrine. I'here 
is no order to baptize any till they were taught. And the 
qualification which was to piecede baptism manifestly implies 
something more than simply beingtaught^vizracorcfta/rec^p/to?). 
of the word. It is plain from the passage itself, (especially as 
it stands in the Greek) and from what precedes and folio ws^ 
in the gospel records, that our.. Lord did not mean that hi& 
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ministers should baptize pramtscuomlyy 9Stet having aiiBOiiDce<r 
Ibeir message, without auy regard to the effect produced. They 
were commissioned to teach the nations with a view to their 
eonversiofiy and when contertedy they were to be baptized. Hence 
the following words, which describe the scene, in part, that 
passed on the day of pentecost, und'er the sermon of Peter, 
furnish a plain comment on this commission: '^ Repent and be 
baptized every one of you," &c. ** Then they that gladly re^ 
ceived his word were baptized,'*^ 

But the sense of this commission is more clear and definite 
as it stands in the original Greek. The Greek word '< matheu- 
sate," rendered in English, '< teach," signifies to diacipky or to 
make disciples. This rendering) no one, who can construe* 
Greek, wil) dispute. It is universally admitted by the learned' 
on both sides. I'he commisnon, then, runs thus: ^' Go and 
make disciples of all nations, baptizing them," i* e. the disciples 
whom they should make by teaching and preaching the gospel ; 
or, they were to baptize the nations when discipled. Nothing 
can be plainer than that they were to make disciples of the 
nations^rsf, and then baptize them. The order to baptize ex- 
tends no further than to the disciples made by teaching. We 
cannot apply baptism to other subjects without altering dJid en^ 
larging the commission, which we have no* right to do. 

It is a plain matter of fact, that infants are not named in this 
commission, as proper subjects of baptism, upon the faith of 
their parents, nor is there any thing said that implies that they 
have a right to this ordinance. The order was to baptize disci- 
plesy or believers ; and here it terminates. Yes, my brethren, 
it positively terminates here, Thereia not ^l- syllable pertain-^ 
Ing to the baptism of any besides disciples. 

The apostles, in their^/ormar commission, had been Umited ta> 
the nation of Israel ; but now they were directed to go«nd dis- 
ciple all nations J i..£. to make converts of. them, through the 
attending powered the Holy Ghost ; and then they were to in^ 
itiate them into the visible kingdom of Jesus by baptism. Hence 
the evangelist Hark, in reciting this oon^mission, uses these 
words : chap. xv. 16, 16. " Go ye into all the world, and preach 
the gospel tOv every creature. He that believeth and is baptized 
shall be saved; but he that believeth not shall be damned." 
This wording of the commission is equally definite with the 
other ; showing the proper subjects of baptism to be believers 
only. " He that beUeveth and is baptized shall be saved."— 
This contains authority for the baptism of none but beUevers, 
To .say, as Fedobajptists generally do, that it relates merely t(k 
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nduUs^ and, therefore, does not affect the case of infanta^ is at 
once to admit, that it contains no authority for infant baptism. 

But if infant baptism be « duty, we certainly have a right to 
look for the expression of Christ's will in relation thereto, iu 
the commission which he gave to baptize. . And the fact that it 
Is not contained, either in the final commission or in any pre- 
vious commission which he gave his disciples for baptism, goes 
.very far, (to say tht; least,) to show that the practice is wrong. 
Unless something very explicit in favour of the baptism of infants 
can be found elsewhere, (which, however, is not the case,) we • 
ought to conclude at once, that it is not the will of Christ that 
they should be baptized. It would be so perfectly natural for 
the Lord Jesus, as the New Testament lawgiver, when appoint- 
ing this ordinance, to determine the proper subjects of it, that 
if infants were intended to be baptized, we must reasonably con- 
clude, they would have been mentioned in this commission* It 
is unaccountable that they are not mentioned, if indeed they 
are to be baptized. To say that the principle was settled b&- 
Jorey in ^e practice of drcumcision^ is not relieving the difficul*- 
ty; because, as 1 shall show, the principle was not settled 
therein ; and eren if it had been, it would have been reasona- 
ble to expect a recbgnition thereof in this commission. So im- 
portant an article would not have been omitted. 

Especially, have we a right to look for the expression of % 
Christ's will in this cemmissicm, if he intended infants should be 
baptized, as this is a i^osUtv^ institution, which, of course, is not 
based upon a previous moral fitness in the thing itself, but 
rests wholly on his will and pleasure ; and hence dpes not ad- 
mit of injerence and analogy like moral precepts. The com- 
mission, in this case, is the very instrument which must be 
expeeted to contain the rule of administration. 

If Christ had not instituted baptism, we could not have infer- 
xed the duty of practising it from any moral precept contained 
in the Old Testament, or inculcated by himself, nor from any 
. ancient custom, or rite, whatever. Whether there should be 
such an ordinance, depended wholly upon his will ; and of 
course, it depended wholly upon his will how far this rite should 
be applied. It is therefore but just and reasonable to conclude 
that, k he meant it should be applied to infantij he would have 
given instructions to that effect. And his not having done so, 
Baturally leads us to conclude that he did not intend it should be 
applied to them. To induce a belief that they are proper sub- 
jects of this ordinance, when the commission authorizes merely 

the baptism of disciples^ or professed beUevers^ there must be 

something positive produced fzom some other part of scripture ; 
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-a '^ thus naith the Lard^^^ which will indubitably settle the ques* 
tion. But this cannot be done, as'I shall hereafter show. 

Instead ol there being any thing elsewhere in the New Testa- 
ment in favour of infant baptism, the construction which I have 
given of the commission is confirmed by the previous history of 
baptism, during the ministry of John, his predecessor \ and dur- 
ing his own publick ministry ; and by the subsequent history of 
this ordinance during the ministry of the apostles. 
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CHAPTER II. 

The Baptum of John shown to be distinct from Christian Bap- 
tism^ and only preparatory to it ; yet that it r^fiects light upon the 
present question as it w€ts apphed to beUevers only. 

It is abundantly manifest that the introductory baptism of 
John was limited to adult professors of repentance and faith 
in tftZ^ coming Messiah. I do not recollect ever to have heard 
of one, wbo seriously maintained that John baptized infants. 
It appears to ti£ universally conceded, that he baptized only such 
as became his disciples by professing the repentance which he 
preached, and declaring tfeix belief that the long-expected Mes- 
siah was about to make his appe&rance among them. 

He came to " make ready a people prq^ared for the Lord ;^^ 
to aiHiounce his approach ; aind to be the inspirisd and honour- 
ed instrument oi pointing him out to the people. 

Therefore, although there are good reasons for believing 
that his baptism was not Christian baptism itself ; but merely 
an introductory rite, which comoienced, and ended, with him ; 
yet as an example of adult baptism merely, it reflects light up- 
on the present question. The practice of making an open and 
pub lick distinction among the members of the Jewish Churchy 
and of admitting select individuals from among those who were 
capable of being taught to a sacred and divinely appointed rite ; 
and that with an express view of making ^< ready a people for 
the Lord," commenced with him ; and this was known to the 
apostles, and would naturally have a beari$ig upon the subject 
of Christian baptism. It was an indication that this also be- 
longed to select individuals, and was designed to mahe^ or distiT^ 
gt»sh those who were cai/ed o«/ of the world to be the acimowlr 
edged people ^ Chnst. His baptism being confined to adults 
who professed repentance, not only served to lead the way to 
the ready understanding and reception of believers' baptism as 
instituted by Christ ; but it occasioned an additional necessity 
for the express mention of infants, if he had intended the ordi- 
nance should be applied to them. 

While the baptism of John, however, manifestly favours the 
doctrine now advocated, as above stated ; the following reasons 

2 



14 CHRISTIAN BAPTIfiRfv 

will stiow &at it was dietinct from the baptism instituted Br 
ChrisU 

1. It is evident that the kingdom of heaven had not actually 
came when John commenced his ministry and baptism ; but 
what he said and did was merely preparatory thereto. There- 
fore, his baptism could not have been Christian baptism itself. 

2. John *^ baptized the people unto repentance, saying that 
they should believe on him that should come after him." And 
although this was Jesus, as the event proved, he did not, in 
general, direct them to his very person. His commission had 
nearly expired before he pointed out Jesus as the Messiah whom, 
they had been taught to expect. Therefore, to baptize them 
upon a belief that the Messiah was coming, and to baptize them 
upon a belief that Jesus was the very person, were manifestly 
different things. Many of the Jews believed that the Me^iaa 
was speedily coming, who rejected the claims of Jesus of Naz- 
areth. And this might have been the case with<^nie of John's 
disciples. Doubtless,, those of them that were real converts^ 
acknowledged Jesus when they cap^ to know his claims, be- 
cause their hearts were previonafy prepared therefor by divine 
grace. But it is probaWc that many of his disciples were not 
true converts, although they professed repentance ; and these, 
like other impenitent Jews, probably did not acknowledge Je- 
sus to be the Messiah whom they had been expecting. Their 
being the disciples of John, evidently did not, as a matter of 
course, make them the disciples of Jesus Christ. Hence, the 
baptism of the former was distinct from that of the latter, and 
merely introductory to it. 

3. Tliat these baptisms were distinct, is manifest from the 
fact that some of John's disciples were re-baptized a* the dis- 
ciples of Christ. Of this we have an account in the xix 
chap, of Acts, verses 1 — 6. "And it came to pass, that while 
ApoUos was at Corinth, Paul having passed through the upper 
coasts came to Ephesus, and finding certain disciples, he said 
unto them, have ye received the Holy Ghost since ye believed ? 
And they said, we have not so much as heard whether there be 
any Holy Ghost. And he said unto them, unto what, then, were 
ye baptized ? And they said, unto John's baptism. Then said 
Paul, John verily baptized with the baptism of repentance, 
saying unto the people that they should believe on him that 
should come after him, i. e. on Christ Jesus. When they 
heard this, they were baptized in the name of the Lord Jesus." 
Various attempts have been made to show that these disciples 
ivere not re^hapiixed. "But the word itself plainly shows that they 
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nffere; and this would not haye been neceaBaiy, nor consistentj 
if John's baptism and Christ's had been the same. 

These considerations appear to me sufficient to show that 
John's baptism was hot Christian baptism ; but merely intra- 
ductoiy thereto : yet in the ways before mentioned| it rellect« 
•ed li|;bt, upon the present question. 



19 
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CHAPTER III. 
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Christian Bapium shown to haw been imtituied by Chritt during 

his Hfe 4ind personal rnhnstry. 

Some time .after Jehniiad entered upon his mioistry, and 
^ad baptized many to - repentanee) our Lord Jesus Christ pub- 
iickly entered mp&a his ; and to do honour to John as his fore- 
runner, and set an exanaple of ready submission to all the ap- 
pointments of God, though he was without sin, he came for- 
ward, and was baptized of him in the river 4)f Jordan ; and was 
then nikd there publickly and solemnly declared, not only ..by 
John himself, who was raised up and inspired for that purpose ; 
hut by the visible descent of die Holy Ghost, and an audible 
voice from the Father in heaven, to be the Son of God, and the 
Saviour of mankind. 

Whereupon, after being forty days tempted of the devil, he 
commenced his pubiick ministry, and instituted a baptism of 
bis own. It was not only his province to baptize with the 
Holy Ghost and with fire, but he introduced a baptism with 
watery as a badge of discipleship, and a significant emblem of 
the baptism of the Holy Spirit. 

And in this practice, instituted during his own life and min- 
istry, we find die origin of Christian baptism* It did not com- 
mence with the ministiy of John, as many have maintained : 
4ior VDOA it delayed till after the resurrection of Christ, as many 
others have maintained : but it commenced during his own life 
4md personal ministry. It is strange that this important point 
has been so generaUyr^verlooked, 

Tracing the pdblick history of our Lord, especially as it is 
related by the evangelist John, we find that he first collected 
several disciples at^he river of Jordan, near the place where he 
had been baptized, ^hen, he departed with them into Galli- 
lee, where he performed the miraele^f turning waterinto wine 
at a wedding, and ^* manifested his glory;" and where he 
gained some accession to the Buaaber of his disciples. From 
thence, after a short time, he went up to Jerusalem, where he 
iield the memorable conference with Nicodemus, and said, 
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<^ Except a man be bom of water attd of the Spirit, he eanDol 
enter into the kingdom of God." 

Leaving the city of Jerusalem, he came into the country of 
. Judea, where we are informed that '^ he tarried and bapHzed*^^ 
This is the first express mention which is made of his havil^g 
introduced baptism ; though it is probable that the disciples 
which he had previously made were baptized. The record of 
this fact is in John iii. 22. " After these things came Jesus 
and his disciples into the land of Judea, and there he tarried 
with them and baptized." Here, then, we have unequtvocal 
testimony of the &Gt that Jesus, soon after he entered upon his 
publick minit»try, practised baptism. Intimations of this fact 
a,re given before, particularly in what he said to Nicodemus, 
and by his having collected a baud of disciples* So that he 
probably commenced baptizing immediately upon his beginning 
to make disciples. But the fact of his having baptized, is not 
expressly asserted till now. Whatever may be thought of his 
previous practice, he certainly administered baptism, or caused 
it to be administered, at the time and place here alluded to. 
Mention of this fact is again made in verses 25 and 26 of this 
chapter. '< Then there arose a question among some pf John's 
<Hsc]pIes and the Jews, about purifying ; and they came to John 
and said unto him, Rabbi, he that was with thee beyond Jor- 
dan, to whom thou bearest witness, 4he same baptizethj and all 
men come to him." There is another express mention of this 
fact, chap. iv. 1 j 2, 3. ^' When, therefore^ the Lord l^ew how 
the Pharisees jiad heard that Jesus made and baptized more dis- 
ciples than John, (though Jesus baptized not himself, but his 
disciples,) he left Judea, and departed again into Gallilee." 

Here, therefore, there are three express passages in support of 
the fact that Jesus, during his life and personal ministry on 
earth, and of, or near the commencement of his publick course, 
did introduce and practise, to a very considerable extent, the 
ordinance of baptism And from the last of the three, we havQ 
the tery information which we should naturally expect in such 
a case, respecting the subjects to whom it was applied. They 
were disciples^ and them only. The people wre first made 
disciples^ and then baptized. Mark the words, for they are 
highly emphatical and instructive : ^^ Jtsus made and baptized 
more disciples than John " He did not first baptize them, and 
then make disciples of them ; but he knade disciples of them 
firsty and then baptized them. There is no mention made of 
parents, who, after being baptized themselves, bronght their 
children to baptism likewise, nor anv encouragement given for 
them to do so. There is an admirable simplicity and plainness 
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ill tbe^&mtiveyin&miiiig us who were 1>»pti^d, tiz. those 
Vfho first became ike disciples of Christ. Iniaats are not in* 
eluded in the record, nor is th^re the leasUntimatioii that they 
were baptized, or were ever intended to be. 

But, if Christ had intended this ordinance for them, he surely 
would have mentioned tbeip as proper subjects, and the saijred 
and impartial historian would have inserted the fact that they 
were baptized. 

It is exceedingly evident that the baptism performed by 
Christ during his publick ministry, like that of his predecessor, 
was a(|ult believers' baptism only. And I believe it is conceded 
that it was such on all hands. 

If, then, it shall appear that it was C^stian baptism itself— 
the very isame ordinanee that was to beWitiuued in the church, 
this will afford string and convincing proof that infants ought not 
to be baptized. 

Many, I know, deny that it was Christian baptism, and la- 
bour, in that way, to avoid the argument which it furnishes for 
believers' baptism only. 

fiut when the subject is impartially examined, it will be evi* 
dent that it was mo other ihnu Christian baptism, the very same 
that is contained in the last apo^tolick c6mmission. For it was 
a baptism which Christ himself instituted. And if it were not 
properly Christian, or New Testament baptism, then he must 
have introduced two distinct baptisms — ane before, and the 
other after his death. But where is the proof of any such thing ? 
Or what is there any where said >tbat implies it ? There is 
evidently no proof that he appointed two distinct baptisms in 
the order contained in the final <;om mission to baptize in the 
name of the Father^ and of the Son^ and of the Holy Ghost, 
For aught that appears, this might have been the same form in 
which baptism was previously administeied. The perfect si- 
lence of the scriptures is not sufficient proof that it was not. 

But even if the name of the Trinity was not called in the 
baptism performed during our Lord's life, this will not mate* 
rially affect the sameness of this, and^he baptism used subse* 
4ment]y ; so long as the disciples, or converts, were baptized in 
the name of Christy or by his authority ; seeipg he is very God 
as well as man^ and had all power in heaven and in earth com- 
mitted unto him. The difference in the form of administra« 
tidn, (allowing such difi^rence to have existed,) did not, un- 
der the circumstances of the case, make the baptisms distinct. 

Agaia; if it be said they were distinct because the se^ of 
the Abrahamick covenant was not changed from circumcision to 
baptiiSm; till the deadi and. resurrection of Christ— I woul^. 
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rej^ly, that there is no evidence that the seal of that covenatft 
ioas ever changed from circumcision to baptism. The notion 
that baptism is a substitute for xsircumcision is a gross mistake^ 
which I trust I shall fully shew before i have done. 

If it be further said, that these bf^ptisms must have been dis- 
tinct, because the ceremoniailaw was not disannulled till the 
death of Christ; and, therefore^ the New Testament dispensa- 
tion, to which Christian baptism belongs, did not commence till 
after that event, and of -course, that this ordinance could not 
have been introduced before : I would reply, that the premises 
do not warrant the ^ conclusion. The ceremonial law was,' 
indeed, obligatory till the death of Christ. But the new cove- 
nant, or New Testamu^ might notwithstanding, have been pre - 
viously introduced, ali in successful operation, as welt as the 
Abrahamick, which was undeniably in -operation, during the 
whole time that the ceremonial law was obligatory. Besides, 
gospel bapHsm might as well be appointed before the death of 
Christ as the Lord^s Supper, 

Moreover, neither circumcision nor baptism belonged to the 
' ceremonial law. The former was not of Moses, but of the fa- 
thers ; and the latter was of Christ, the New Testament law- 
giver. 

It is eviflent, also, that two or more dispensations of the cov- 
enant of grace may exist, and be in operation at the same timcy 
without any interference ^ or conjusion. 

And further,at is capable of the clearest proof; that the New 
Testament dispensation did commence during our Lor d^s life 
und personal ministry. 

So that this objection ^o the baptisms 'in ijuestion being the 
same, ii« unfounded. 

If it could be conelusively shown that any who were bap- 
tized by Christ, or by his order, during his 4ite, were baptized 
again after his death, this would be an argument of some force 
that they were distinct baptisms. But it cannot. There is no ac- 
count, or any intimation, that any of the disciples made and bap- 
tized before his death, were re-baptized-after it. It is evident, 
therefore, that the baptism instituted in his life-time, was the 
•same as the one practised after his death and resurrection. 

In addition to the above reasons, I would remark that the 
institution of the other New Tei^tament ordinance, viz. the 
Lord's Supper, and the adinission of the twelve to it y before his 
death, plainly imply that New Testament baptism was also in 
use prior to that event. If it were not, the aisciples ate of the 
supper before they received gospel baptism^ and before they 
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"Were reguhrfy inircdvc^d ii^Q thegotpel kingdom; idiich da- 
not be reaspnably admitted. 

Agsiio : Are we to suppose that our blessed Lord did nothing 
effectual^ during his life and publick ministry as to this impor- 
taf4 9ubjti^ but tliat all be d}4 w^ts to be tkme over again ? — 
This would be a gross reflection. upon his character and ministry. 

He made, as we hare seen, and baptized many disciples dur- 
ing his publick ministry ; and yet it is pretended that this was 
not fin reality. Christian baptism^ but altogether a<^^incf thing. 
What baptism was it, then ? Was it a continuance of John's 
baptism ? Then the disciples so baptized wei:e John^s disciples, 
And not hU^ But the Bible says they were his. Therefore his 
baptism was not the same as John's. Again : Will it be said 
that it was merely a Jewish washing, and not a gospel ordi- 
nance ? Whose, then, were the disciples which were made 
and baptized ? Were they the disciples, of Moses j or of the 
Pharisees J or of the Jetoish High Priest ? They must have 
4>een.the disciples of th^ one to whom they were baptized. — 
Christ evidently would not have made them disciples to himself y 
and baptized them to anotUtr. If, therefore^ they were his own 
disciples, and baptized ulito himy this was, to all intents, Chris- 
/fofi 6aj9ltm— a Jveto TfistammU ordinance— the tery fmuso^r^, 
tioned in th,e commission which has been considered. The 
words, of this commission do nqt imply the introduction of a neto 
otdinaace y but only the extension of an ordinance already in 
being, to " all nationsy'^ as well as to the Jewsy or to believers 
from among a// nations. 

It being now satisfactorily shown that Christian baptism was 
•instituted dming the life and personal ministry of Christ ; and 
that when thus instituted and practised, it was belkvers^ baptism 
onhjy or Umiied expressly to those who became Christ* s disciples ; 
this serves very much to settle this controversy, and to show 
that ^e sen^ of the final commission for baptism is what i have 
stated^-an order to baptize believers only. 

We lyiU now trace the history of baptism subuquent to the 
death and resurrection of Christ ; in doing which we shall find 
.various injunctions and examples in support of the baptism of 
believers ; but none in favour of the baptism of infants on the 
faith of their parents. 

Peter said. Acts ii. 38, 41, to the awakened multitude on the 
>day of pentecost, ^ Repent and be baptized every one of you in 
the name q{ Jesus Christ, for tha remission of sins* Then they 
that gladly received his word were baptized.^' Repentance is 
Jiere expressly required before baptism, and it is required of etery 
4me of thenu They were con8i4ered and treated as convMs*-^- 
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There is no mention made whatever of any in/ants being ta^ 
tizedy or added to the church. And i can hardly think any so^ 
'^er Christian will maintain thar there were any infants among 
the three thousand then baptized and added to the compangf <xf 
disciples. It is perfeetly obTious that they were adult beUev- 
€T8y or such as were baptized on their own faith ; and those 
subsequently added were of the same character. For we 
are expressly told that the ^' Lord added to the church daily such 
•cu should be savedy^^ or " the savedy'* as it might have been ren*- 
<leped. 

The next account of baptism recorded in 4he Acts of the 
Apostles, is that of the Samaritans who were converted under 
the preaching of Philip. Acts, viii. 6. '' But when they be- 
lieved Philip, preaching the things concerning the kingdom of 
Ood, and the name of Jesus Christ, they were baptized, both 
men and tvomen,^^ Here, again, there is no mention made of 
•any infants. But if infants had been baptized too, would it not 
have been recorded ? It is certainly reasonable to suppose that 
it would. 

In the same chapter, there is also an account of the baptism 
of the Ethiopian Eunuch. The condition required of him was, 
f < if ihoxi beiievest with all thine heart, thou mayest." And 
the profession made by him was, '^ I believe that Jesus Christ 
was the Son of God.'' So that here was the baptism of a be- 
liever. The next instance recorded is that of Saul, Acts, ior. 
18, who was also a believer At 4he time. Then in Acts, x. 48, 
we have a history of the baptism of Cornelius and his friends, 
who were Gentiles ; and the reason assigned therefor is, that 
'^ they had received the Holy Ghost as well as the believing 
Jews." ^^ They spake with tongues and magnified God ;" or, 
i n other words, they were believers in Jesus. The record is per- 
fectly silent as to the subject of baptizing infants. 

In the next place, we read of the baptism of tl|p households 
of Lydia and the jailer. Acts, xvi. 15, 33. But the record in 
either of these cases does not imply that there were any infants 
baptized on the faith of their pareats. The former household 
are, in verse 40, characterized as brethren. And of the latter 
it is expressly said, verse 34, that the jailer " rejoiced, believ- 
ing in God with all his house." There is, therefore, no evi* 
dence here that any were baptized but believers. 

But as great stress is laid by Pedobaptists upon these instan* 
ces, and that of the household of Stephanas, I intend, in another 
|>lace, to give each a more particular consideration. 

The next account of baptism is that of the Corinthians, Acts, 
jSviii/8. << And Crisjmsi the chief ruler of the. synagogue^ be«» 



•' - 



{Teved 6n the Lord with all his house ; and many of the Co* 
riothians hearing, helieved, and were baptized." Infants, yen 
see, are wholly left out of this record also. In I. Corinthians, 
i. 16, Panl says, ^^ I baptized also the household of Stephanas ;" 
but he is careful, before he closes his Epistle, to give us their 
character as a household of believers. See chap. xvi. 15. " Ye 
know the house of Stephanas, that it is the first fruits of Achaia, 
and that they have addicted themselves to the ministry of the 
' saints^" 

There is another account of baptism given in the Acts of the 
Apostles, chap. xlx. 1 — 5, which is that of the twelve disciples 
at Ephesus, and already noticed ; which, of course, is only a. 
record of believers' baptism. 

In Paul's Epistle to the Romans, chap. vi. 3, we find this^ 
sentence : " Know ye not that so many of us as were baptized 
into Jesus Christ were baptized into his death ?" And in his 
Epistle to the Galatians, chap. iii. 27, we find the following 
sentence, viz. ^ as many of you as have been baptized into 
Jesus Christ have put on Christ.'^ The phrases, " so many of 
us," atid " as many of you as," plainly mean " all that." — 
Hence all that were baptized " were baptized into Christ' a 
death," and ^< put on Christ," which can import nothing less 
than that they all made a profession of faith. Again, inColos- 
sians, ii. 12, he speaks of Christians being '^ buried with Christ 
in baptism." 

These are all the instances in which an express record is 
made of the adminittration of Christian baptism in the New 
Testament. And they a|f! all examples of the baptism of be- 
lievers only. There is not dne solitary instance of the baptism 
of an infant upon the parents' faith in the whole New Testa- 
ment history. 

But the instances of baptism recorded, are a practical com- 
ment on the apostolick believers' commission. And these being 
instances of believers' baptism only, show conclusively how the 
Apostles understood the commission ; that the order to baptize 
was limited to believers ; and that no subsequent order includ- 
ing infants was given. 

How different from the precedjj^ accounts is the record 
which Pedobapiists give of the administration of baptism ! 
They are wont to state the baptism of so many adults y and so 
many infants. Now if the Apostles had done the same, some - 
thing might have been gathered from their practice, which 
would have been to the purpose. But as they have not made 
any such record j but merely recorded the baptism of ,believ- 
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erg; it is plain tbat they baptised no other; and that they did 
DOt UDderstand Iherr Lord to order the baptism of any other. 

And, here, it tvoald seem that we might rest this part of the 
subject. 

But as the apostoiick commission is confessedly of high im- 
portance in this controversy, and as all appear to be senfsible 
that this is the proper place to look for the warrant to baptize 
infants, if snch warrant exists ; and as taiious attempts are 
made 'to show that it does include such a warrant, or at least 
that it eontaibs nothing which militates against their baptism, it 
is proper, for the sake of elucidating the truth, that these at- 
tempts should be distinctly considered. 
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CHAPTER IV. 

m 

iiie various attempts to include Infants in the Apostolick Com- 
mission for Baptism^ considered and refuted. 

1. Some maiDtain that infants are included among the disci- 
pies J and that as they are not capable of being taught^ they must 
be made disciples by baptism^ or be thereby brought into the 
school of Christ. 

But this is manifestly an errour ; for the tvords of the com- 
mission do not imply, or intimate, that there are two ways of 
making disciples, the one by teaching and the other by baptism. 
There is only one way described of making them, and that is 
by teaching, (the Holy Ghost accompanying the word^) and then 
baptism is to follow as the conseqi^ence. The notion, that when 
the head of a family becomes a disciple by teaching, his in- 
fants, or his household, become disciples, of course, or that 
they become such by being baptized, is wholly unfounded. 
None are disciples but such as are converted by means of the 
■word. 

It is not to be itiiierred that infants are to be made disciples 
in a different way from that of adults, on account of their tVica- 
pacity 10 be taught. The words of the commission authorize 
no such conclusion. 

This 'notion is not only unauthorized and absurd, but it 
tplainly contradicts the sense of the commission. The very or- 
der of the words implies, that the proper subjects of baptism 
must become disciples before they are baptized. They are not 
made disciples by being baptized, for the very reason that they 
must become disciples first, and that they are baptized as disci- 
pies ; not to make them euch. Baptism is plainly stated as the con- 
sequence of discipleship, and not that which precedes it as the thing 
which constitutes discipleship. To talk of making disciples by 
baptism, is grossly to pervert language. It is turning the order 
of Christ into quite another thing from what his words make 
it. To maintain that this commission means that such dai 
are capable of being taught should be made disciples by teach- 
. ing, and that such as are not capable of being taught should be 
aiade disciples by 5a/7^29m; is positively changing the commis- 
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sion from its plain and obvious meaiuDg. It is astonisbiogtbat 
men will take sucb liberty with tbe word of God ! 

Besides ; if the incapacity of infants to be taught wer^ * 
any argument for their baptism, it would be in favour of 
the baptism of such only as are mere infants^ and could not ap- 
ply, at all, to th^ baptism of a whole houieholdj provided it con- 
tains any that have passed the strict line of iniancy. And yet 
we constantly hear of household baptism after the example of 
^household circumcision. And many, and I believe most Ped^- 
baptists, do apply baptism to children upon their parents' ac- 
count, who cannot be considered as m$re infants ; but are fully 
capable of being taught themselves. And if they did noty the 
argument from household circumcision would be hst. It fre- 
quently happens, that a parent does not believe till he has a 
large number of children of diflerent ages, from the mere babe, 
to children of twenty rone y^eacs of age and more, and yet.at the 
time^ he is the only believer in the family. Now, if the house- 
hold is to be baptized upon his faith, they must all be baptized, at 
least aU under age, together with the servants, whatever be their 
age. And, yet, the argument under consideration is, that infants 
must be baptized, and thereby be made the disciples of Christ, 
because they are incapable of being taught ; otherwise they 
should be discipled by teaching. The argument, therefore, from 
household circumcision , and the one from the incapacity of infants y 
are manifestly inconsistent with eachotber. Infant baptism and 
household baptism cannot be defended on the same ground. If 
the argument from the incapacity of infants has any weight, 
it wlU exclude all of a family from baptism, except such as are so 
young asio.be incapable of being taught, and consequently all, 
in general, over six years of age, and, frequently, all over four. 
And it will wholly contradict the argument for household bap- 
tism. Does it not hence appear, that errour is fated to run 
crooked? 

Moreover ; to suppose that Ghijst intended infants should be 
discipled merely by baptism ^ on account of their incapacity ^ is 
making t^ree sorts of disciples; whereas the scriptures treat of 
but two; viz. those that are really converted, and those that ^re 
visibly and professedly converted^ but not really. They do not 
any where describe a third class who are made disciples merely 
by baptismj from which it is obvious that no such class exists. 

It cannot be justly pretended that infants are not a third 
class of disciples ; but are to be ceekoned with those who give 
credible evidence of being regenerated. For the children of 
believers are as depraved as the children of unbelie>vers, and 
th^y give no more evidence of piety after they are baptized, ' 
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Bserely upou that accou&t, than before .^ If, therefore, they are 
discipleS) it is not because they are real converts j or because 
they appear to be such ^ consequently, diey must, as ! said, be 
a third class, which the Bible knows nothing of. 

2. It is plead that infants are included in this commisnon, 
because &ey are a part of the nationsy and Christ said, " go 
teach'' or disciple ^^'all natiom^ baptizing them :" and there be- 
ing no other way of discipHng the nations as suchy but by ma« 
king disciples of infants by baptism, seeing they are incapable 
of being taught, they most, of course, be included iu^^ com* 
mission in this sense. 

If this argument has any force, it will go to support &e idea 
ef a national church, and of the indiscri^nate application of 
baptism ; which most of the- or thodox- would not relish. 

But in fact, it has no force. The order to make disciples of 
all nations is, from its very nature, limited to such as are capa- 
hle of being taught. It does not' extend to mere infants and • 
idiots* 

If the Lord/had^ bid' his Apostles go and teach all nations 
the Hebrew language, common sense would lead us to restrict 
the order to such as were capable of being taught it. It is just 
as obvious that the order to make disciples of all nations is 
limited to such as have the capacity of being taught the great 
tbfngs of his kingdom. 

There can be no doubt that infants are capable of being re- 
newed and- sanctified by the Holy Spirit, and of having the 
principle of faith implanted in them, and consequently of being 
saved, should they die in that age, through the merits of Christ. 

But they are not capable of receiving gospel instruction, and 
of making a credible profession of faith ; and therefore are not 
capable of befng discipled, according to the obvious tenour of ^ 
this commission. 

And as they are not capable of giving evidence of grace so 
as to be numbered among the brethren ; so they are not capable 
of doing the duties of church members, nor of enjoying the 
external privileges^ of the church. Hence it is abundantly evi- 
dent that they wete not intended to be included among the 
proper subjects of Christian baptism. 

3. It is plead that infants are included in this commission, 
because the Lord Jesus was a Jewy and spake to those that 
were Jews ; and that if the order had been, go teach alf nations, 
drcvmcising them, the duty of circumcising children upon their 
parents' account, would have been considered as inqtliedihereiny 
provided nothing more had been added-: and consequently, as ' 
baptism takes the place of cireumdsion wndev the New Testa^ 
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ment dispensation^ tfaey must nafufally have understood him lo» 
include infants in this commission. 

In reply, L would remark, that if no new dispensation had 
heen introduced, and no other instructions had been given th^n 
those contained in the Abrahamick covenant and the Mosaick 
law, and our Lord had said as above represented, without adding 
any thing more ; it is admitted that they would have naturally 
inferred, that when the head of a family was taught and con- 
verted, all his ma^es were to be circumcised m well as himself— 
^^ alt that were born in his house and bought with his money.'' 
But they would not have inferred that his female children and 
servants had any thing to do with this rite, hecause they were 
not inclnded in the original order for circumcision. So that 
the above conclusion as to. children in gtneral^ or of both sexes j 
is not warranted by the premises, allowing them to be true. 
Much more will the conclusion respecting the baptism of chil- 
dren of both sexes appear to be unwarrantedy when it shall be 
made manifest that baptism is not a substitute for circumcision. ■ 

To evince how perfectly inconclusive this, whole argument 
is, as it respects even the baptism of male children and servants, 
I would observe that our Lord hctd actually introduced a new 
dispensation^ and set up the kingdom o/heaven^ as foretold by the 
prophet Daniel, by calling out from the body of the Jewish 
nation, a company of disciples y and had taught expressly that 
his kingdom was ^^ not of this worW^ He had also given, 
various additional instructions to those contained in the Abra- 
hamick covenant and the Mosaick law, and had come for the 
purpose of annulling the ceremonial code delivered to Moses,, 
and of instituting a new order of things, and had actually intro- 
duced two new ritesy viz. baptism and the Lord'^s supper^ the 
former of which had been applied, during his life, exclusively 
to disciples^ and the latter had been confessedly applied to such 
merely; therefore^ if he had said, under these circumstances, Go 
^each all nations, circumcising them, they would not have in- 
ferred even the duty of circumcising the male children of 
believers of all nations : much less the baptism not only of mo/ie, 
hut femak children, when he had never, taught them that bap- 
tism was a substitute for circumcidon. And what is still further 
unfortunate for this^ argument, is, that our Lord did not say to 
his apostles. Go teach, or disciple a)l nations, circumcising them ; 
but baptizing them. There is not a word, or hint, about circum- 
cision in the whole commission, or of baptism's coming in the 
room of it. 

The ordinance of circumcision was never enjoined on an j; 
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Irat' ABraham and his descendants, and-sueb as wefe inodrpora- 
ted with them in their ntUional capacity ; and to them it has 
never been annulled, (which I shall d^ow particularly In a 
subsequent chapter.) Therefore, baptism cannot be a substi- 
' tute for that ordinance ; and so the argument from circumcision 
is wholly lost. 

4. It is plead that infants are^ incltided ia this commission, 
upon the ground that baptism is a^seal-of-the same covenant of 
which circumcision waSf and feippointed for the same purposes. 
But this ground is wholly untenable, and the argument is good 
for nothing. Where are we told that baptism is a seal of the 
same covenant oi which circumcision was ? or even a seal of 
any covenant whatever ? Shtrely not in the Bibhj although the 
sentiment is constiantljF^ advanced as though it rested on the 
highest scnptural authority i^ 

Besides, as circumcision wa^never>oUigatory on the Cfen' 

tiles in theirnseparate^ naMoaal capacity, and was never abroga- 

# ted to the Jews, but remains in full force to lA«0i, th^e can be 

no ground 4o consider baptism as a substitute. As the case is, 

such « thins could not be. 

It is capable of the clearest proof that circumcision* was con- 
tinued to the believing as well as to -the unbelieving Jews 
through the whole of the apostolick age, and not the least notice 
is taken of baptism's being a substitute, when the circumstances 
manifestly required that ti^is notice should have been taken, if 
such had been the fact. Therefore, it is perfectly unwarrant- 
ed and preposterous to consider it a substitute for that rite. 

Besides ; should it even be admitted that the seal of the Abra- 
hamick covenant is changed from circumcision to baptism ; noth* 
ing could, hence, be conclusively argued, under all the circum- 
stances) in favouf of the baptism of infants. 

The question will naturally aris^, when was it changed ? 
Was it changed during ou4^ Lord's personal ministry Pim* not till 
after hi 9 resurrection ? l-beHeve it is generally maintained by 
Pedobaptists that it was not (Ranged until after his resurrection ; 
and that the baptism which he appointed beft^re was a differ- 
ent thing, and not a seal of the covenant. But this opinion, as 
I have already shown, 4»unauthorized« ^ It is certain that Christ 
introduced a baptism during his life, and a^ or near the com- 
mencement-of his^'publick ministry. And we do not^ny where 
karn that he* afterwards introduced a different one. He cer- 
tainly mad^ and baptized disciples to his Hfe'time; and these 
were not baptised to /oAn, noTiUyimy other man ; but to Aim, as 
his disciples. The record plainly says so. And those that- 
were baptized after his resurrection, were not baptized others 

3* 
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w,i9e than as his. J^ciples* ^^ As many of you, fl»y8 Paul, as 
have been baptized into Christ, ha^e put on Christ.'' Those 
who received baptism during our Lord's personal mioistry were 
as truly admitted into his kingdom as those that received it af- 
terwards. It is, therefore, abundantly cl^ar that these baptisms 
were the same. 

Consequeutly, if the seal of the Abrahamick. covenant was 
changed from circumcision to baptism^ the change must have 
taken place duriag ow hordes life and personal minutry. 

But the application of baptism, which is called by Pedobap* 
tists the new seal, was then determined, by his will and order, 
to belong only to beliwefs of both sex$s^ He made disciples by 
teaching before he baptized them. There is not a syllable in 
favour of his baptizing any others. The argument, therefore, 
from the change of the seals, if suqh change were admitted, is 
inconclusive. The same cbaiige, wheieby the new seal, as it 
is called, is applied to /emaies, limits the application of it. to be- 
Uevers of both sexes-. 

All will be forced ta admit that there is a change in the appli- 
cation of the new seal, from that of the old ; inasmuch as it is 
unquestionably applicable to females^ whereas Ihe former seal 
was expressly limited to males. 

If, therefore, this change might he made, and if it be allowed 
that this was suitable and proper, under the new dispensation ; 
a still further chwnge might likewise be made, so as to restrict 
baptism to believers of both sexes, as best suited to the spiritual 
nature of the gospel dispensation ; and this might be done with- 
out destroying the idea of its being a sea^ of the same covenant. 
Every one can see that it is not necessary to its being a seal of 
the same covenant, that it should be applied to infants^ any more 
than that it should be hmited to the male sex. If the lawgiver 
could consistently make the latter alteration, and yet it be the 
seal of the same covenant, he manifestly could the former. And 
such a change as extends the: application of gospel baptism to 
femahsy and limits it to believers of both sexes, evidently befits 
the present more spiritual dispensation and economy, wherein, 
instead of taking one whole nation, eis formerly , to be his people, 
in distinction from others, he takes beUevers from among all 
nations. 

And when we find that this ordinance was, in fact, thus 
limited, daring our Lord's persofial ministry, it was evidently 
not his pleasure that it should be applied to any- but believers. 
And, hence, it would have been perfectly unnatural for the 
apostles to infer, under all the circumstances, that infants were 
included in their final commission.. And the subsequent 
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hi^ory af their transactions^sliawsy as we btve leeD, tiiat they 
did not infer any aucfa things 

Therefoirey notbiog is materially gained to the cause of Pedo- 
baptiamy by admitting that the Abrabamick covenant is the one 
which we are now under, and that the seal thereof is changed 
as above. 

Bat, in fact, the Abrabamick covenant is distinci from the 
new covenatUy and baptism is not a seal af either y or of any other 
covenant. It is a simple ordinance of the New Testament, or 
covenant, which is a different dispensation of the covenant of 
grace, both; from the Sinai and the Abrahamiek dispensations. 
The only seal of the new covenant is the blood of Christ. 

Moreover, baptism is a positive institcvtion, the nature and 
use of which are, accordingly, to be determined by the words 
which contain it — by^ the very authority on which it rests, as 
signified therein, and not by inferences drawn from a previous 
appointment. 

There is, indeed, some similarity in the nature and use oi the 
two ordinances; although the one does not answer all the pur- 
poses of the other, and in some respects they serve elifferent 
purposes. Yet this similarity in certain respects will not de- 
.termine the extent to which baptism is to be applied. We are 
restricted in this case by the appointment of the lawgiver, and< 
the known practice of his inspired apostles. And these deter- 
mine that the ordinance belongs only to believers of both sexes. 

That baptism does not answer all the purposes of circumci- 
sion, must be obvious to any one who will candidly examine 
the varipus items of the Abrabamick covenant. 

Although one, or two, of the provisions of that" covenant be- 
long to the Gentiles as well as to the Jews, it does not belong to 
them as a whole. But bircumcision had reject to it 05 a whole, 
confirming all its promises. Therefore baptism, which belongs 
to Gentiles as well as Jews, cannot answer all th^ ends of cir- 
cumcision, allowing that it does some of them. And this very 
circumstance requires a difference in its application, and natu- 
rally limits it to believers of both sexes. 

It is perfectly cleai that a different use was made, at first, ot 
baptism, from that which was made of circumcision. It was 
not applied to Jews in common, or promiscuously, like circum- 
cision, nor to all the males of a man's bouse ; but to select 
persons from among that circumcised people, and from among 
their respective families — to «uch only as became Christians, or 
believers in Jesus. Here, then, is a point in which there is a 
dissimilarity in the nature and design of the two institutions. 
We cannot therefore rightly infer the duty of infant baptism- 
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from any similarity which may exist in same other respects be«- 
tween them. 

Thus, the Tarioiis efforts which are made to make it, appear* 
tiiat infants are included in the commission for baptism, are 
altogether. ineJQfectuat. It is plain, after all, that it is Hmited te* 
disdpks, or beUevers, 
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CHAPTER V. 

Circumcisian »hown ta be of perpetual obligation to the Jews^ 
and hence Baptism cannot be considered- as a substitute. 

It i$ a eommoD opinion that the rite of circumcisioa was 
annuliedf when the new dispensation was introduced, and that 
baptism was appointed in it*, steads But this opinion has been 
adopted without scriptural authority. The notion that baptism 
is a substitute for circumcision, is one of the strongest arguments 
employed for the baptism of infants. If this notion therefore 
shall appear to be unauthorised, it will tend very much to over- 
, throw that cause ; it will) in fact, subvert its main pillar. This, 
then, is a point which deservjes to be seriously considered. 

(Some may start at the idea that circumcision was never ab- 
rogated to the JewSf and think it will lead to horrible cons/e- 
quences. But let us patiently examiae the matter. 

Circumciflion was certainly in full and approved use among 

the Jews at the commen,cement of our Lord^s ministry, when 

, baptism was^s/ appointed : and yet no notice is taken of thii 

being a subs.titute for that ancient rite, or of its ever being 

designed to be. 

Circumcision continued, also, in approved use during the 
whole of our Lord's ministry, in which he was continually 
making and baptizing discipks. And it was in use when the 
final oommmion was given to teaph and baptize all nations ; and 
yet all is silent on the subject of its abrogation^ or discontinti- 
aaicBy and of the appointment of baptism in its steady as a seal 
of the same covenant. 

It was, moreover, in use on the memorable day of Pentecost ; 
and yet Peter said, " Repent and be baptized^ everyone ofyouy 
in the name of Jesus Christy for. the remission of siDs,"s without 
saying a word about the new seaPs coming in the place of the 
old : he never intimated that they were no longer to circumcise 
their children. 

It was in use when Peter had the vision respecting the call- 
ing of the Gentiles, and actually went (being convinced and 
lOJrerpowered by a miraculous vision, and. by the cxgress order 
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^f God) to Comelitls and his friends, for the purpose of in- 
structiDg them iii the things of the gospel; and yet there is. 
not even a suggestion respecting the (Aange of the seals j and the 
discmtinwjmce of circumcision to the Jews, ^ 

U was in use when the brethren went up from the church at 
Antioch to Jerusaleffl> on the question about circumcising the 
Gentiles, to inquire whether that church had given direction to- 
the teachers who cam« out from* them to impose circumcision: 
and the Mosaick rites on the Gentiles ; which must have been 
seventeen years after the conversion of Pau4*, as appears fron^ 
his epistle to the Galatians ; and yet there is not a word said 
about the supposed substitution ^or dike t^oiition qf circufncisioti 
among the Jews : when if any such thing bad taken place, and 
was known, the occasion required that it should be stcUed^ and 
the priticiple of substitution defend^d'^f and when the hare 
statement of it would have for eve* put to^sHence the question 
respecting the circumcision of the Gentiks^ 

All which would have been required was to state that the 
Lord Jesus had abrogated* the rite of* oircumcision, and appoint- 
ed baptism as a new seal of the same covenant — a seal that was 
common to all nations, and one which had actually been in use 
a number of vears, both among Jews and Gentiles ; and hence 
that there was no necessity for circumcising the Gentiles ; yea,, 
that the idea was palpidadj. absurd. Moreover, that it was bodi 
nnnecessaiy and absurd to continue circumcision amoi^ the Jews 
themselves, seeing they were, from the very first, in possession 
of the new seal. This, I say, would have been all which was 
required to terminate this dispute and silence the Judaizers. 

Or, at most, it would have been sufficient to say, that although 
circumcision was permitted to the Jews^ notwithstanding it had 
become obsolete, on account of their prejudices and strenuous 
adherence to their ancient usages ; and notwithstanding a new 
seal or token of the covenant had been introduced ; it was per- 
fectly unnecessary and unwarrantable to impose circumcision 
on the Gentiles, who had never been under the Mosaick lawj and 
who, by the express appointment of Jesus Christ, were like- 
wise in possession of the new seal; 

Now 1 say that what is contained in the one or the other of 
these statements, would have been amply sufficient to settle that 
whole controversy at onccj and /or even 

And had the prineijde been trucj that circumcision was disan- 
nulled and baptism substituted in its room^ the occasion imperi" 
iyusiy demanded suclhan explanation and' disclosure* To neglect 
this argument was not -only to act inconsistently, and even dis- 
honestly^ in keeping back a plain and iniportant prindple which^ 
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ooost iatiiiiateljr respected the peace and welfare of the church ; 
butj.to lay aside the exercise of common tenae. Who can sup- 
pose, when so much interest was taken in the question, and 
when so many in^ted that the Gentiles should be circumcised 
and keep the law ; and when there was so much argument and 
disputing in that venerable assembly of qpoatiesy elders and 
hretfaen^ that 9^ profound silence would have been observed re- 
specting a principle^ wMchj if true^ would have put an immedi' 
ate end to the controversy. An expert Pedobaptist would have 
decided the cause in f too minutes ; yea, in one; so that no one 
could have had aiace to urge the imposition of circumcision on 
the Gentiles. 

And yet no one appears to have thoug1>t of this overpower- 
ing argument. No. intimation is given that the supposed change 
had taken place in the sealsy and that circumcision was a^Ush- 
ed to the Jews. Here,. I say, in the very jp/ac«, and on the very 
occasion^ when this subject could not, irom the nature of the 
circumstances, have failed to be discussed and plainly stated, 
if it had b^en real, not a tittle is uttered. What then is the le- 
. gitimate conclusion ? It is, that the sentiment that baptism had 
taken the place of circumcision, and that circumcision was no 
longer obligatory on the Jews, was not known^ and was not true. 

After the church at Jerusalem had expessly denied giving 
the teachers in question any direction to impose eirc\imcision 
on the Gentiles, and much had been said in the council /or and 
tigainst the measure, an inspired decree was delivered by the 
apostles, in which the Gentiles were expressly exempted from 
^e practice of circumcision, and the ceremonial rites of the 
law; which decree implies, at least, that the Jews eonsidered 
themselves^ bound to continue this institution. 

It is conceded that they appear generally to have thought that 
the rites of Moses were also obligatory ; which weie, in reality, 
abrogated by the death of Christ, and fherefore not binding, 
although their use was tolerated for a season. This matter, 
probably, was not folly cleared up, till Paul wrote the epistle 
to the Hebrews, and till the first covenant << which waxed old 
and was ready to vanish away," was eoii\pletely broken in the 
final destruction of. Jerusalem, and the dispersion of the nation. 

This circumstance, however, does not materially affect the 
argument. 

Their conceiving that the observance of the ancient rites 
appointed by Moses was necessary, as well as circumcision, is 
no evidence that they knew any thing .about this supposed 
change in the «eals ; nor is it any evidence that circumcision 
and these rites are te be placed on the same footing, so that if 
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one was, In fact^ abrogated, the other was also, although the use 
of both was permitted for a season. For it is plain that the 
abrotjdtlon of these rites did not annul circumcision; because ^Vit 
was not of Moses ; but of the fathers*'*^ It was not a part of the 
ceremonial law,^ although certain regulations were made by 
Moses relative to its obserraoce. But it belonged to another 
covenant " which the law could not disannuU^ The abroga- 
tion of the lawy therefore, did not abrogate this ritey as originally 
instituted to Abraham, emy more than the covenant to which it 
belonged. The ceremonial law given by Moses might be done 
away, and yet the covenant with Abraham continue^ together 
with its appointed token^ to those for whom it was designed, viz. 
the natural descendants of that patriarch. And such was the fact ^ 
Therefore this rite, and the Mosaick ritual, were not placed on 
a parallel footing. 

Hence, the Jews' conceiving, for a time, that they were 
bound to observe this law, after it had, in fact, ceased to be 
obligatory, does not afifect the sul^'ect of circumcision, which 
belonged to another covenant, that has not, and cannot pass 
away. Their misapprehension respecting the continuance of 
the Mosaick rites, does not imply that they were under any 
mistake as to the continuanee c^ circumcision ; nor does it 
serve to show that they knew any thing about a substitute for 
that ordinance. But the total silence above noticed shows that 
they did not. 

Had they continued circumcision merely on the same princi- 
ple with the rites of Moses, the second argument above stated 
would have met the case in question, and perfectly silenced 
the plea for the circumcision of the Gentiles. And they, sur^y, 
would not have failed to employ it, when it was so appropriate, 
and so urgently required. ' 

As to the Mosaick rites themselves, no one pretends that 
there was a substitute appointed. They all, of course, termi- 
nated, as types, in Christ, to whom they pointed, and in the 
spirituality of his kingdom. Had there been a change, and 
others appointed in their stead, the case would have, evidently, 
required the mention of it. its not beilig mentioned, is, of it^ 
self, a conclusive argument that no such thing eidsted. 

80 in the other case, no mention being made of the change of 
circumcision to baptism, when the occasion, in every view, 
imperiously required it, shows that it was not a reality. 

Nor do the following words of Paul, Gal. v. 2, 3, viz« ^^ If 
ye be circumcised, Christ shall profit you nothing; for I testify 
to every man that is circumcised, that he is a dehtor to do thie 
whole law^" present any difficulty. For it is evident that he 
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does not refer to iht ring^k praeiiee of circumcision ; but to the 
penrerted notioD of it which wm propagated by the Judaizing 
teacherS) viz. ^^ That except they were drcumcised and kept- 
ihe law, they could not belayed." It was this yiew of cir- 
cuincision that he was (qijposing, and not .the simple institution 
as a token of God's covenant with Abraham. Hence he says, 
i< whosoever of you are justified by the lawf ye are ftUlenfrom 
gmoe^^^ i. e. from the soheme of grace. (Jertainlyif'they were 
circumcised upon this principle, <^ Christ would profit them no- 
thing ;" for grace and works could not be intermixed. 

Yet circumcision might be continued on other grounds, and 
was so continued by the purest and best Jewish believers. We 
have already traced lis continuance down to the period of the 
council which sat at Jerusalem. And we shall be able to trace 
it still farther. If^ therefore, the mere practice of circumcis- 
ion after the death of Christ rendered him unprofitable to the 
circumcised, the whcriie multitude of behetnng as well as unbe" 
lieving Jews, hereby excluded themselves from the benefits of 
his atonement, and made themselves debtors to do the whole 
law ; for they were all in this practice* But this cannot be. 
Therefore, Paul unquestionably refers to the aforesaid corrupt- 
ed view of this rite and the customs of Moses. 

He himself allowed of simple -circumeisian to the Jewsy 
though he would not consent to have it imposed on the Gven tiles. 
He was, indeed, accused of opposing circumcision altogether : 
but it was not so. This will clearly appear, together with the 
continuance of circumcision among all tiie Jews, believing as 
well as unbeheving, from Acts, xxi. 17 — 26. *^ And when we 
werecome to Jerusalem, the brethren received 'Us gladly. Apd 
the day following, Paul went ktwith us unto James-; and all 
the elders were present. And when be had saluted fhem, fie 
declared particularly what things God had wrought among the 
Gentiles by his ministry. And when they heaidit, they glori- 
fied the Lord, and said unto him, thou seest, brother, how many 
thousands of Jews there are which believe ; and they are all 
zeabus of the law : and they are informed of thee, that thou 
teachest all the Jews which are among the Gentiles, to forsake 
Moses, saying, that they ought not to circumcise their children^ 
neither to walk after the customs. What is it therefore ? the 
multitudemust needs come together: for they will hear that 
thou art come. Do therefore this that we say unto thee : we 
have four men which have a vow on them ; them take, and 
purify thyself with them, and be at charges with them, that they 
may shave their heads : and all may know that those thmgsj 
whereof they weroirrformed concerning theey are nothing.; but that 

4 
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thin^.thlf^elf (d$»iSf0ttK$tmMg^ia^ taw. Astowh^ 

iog. tbQ Gteatisbes which believe^ we htt?e written and concluded 
that they:.obser»e,no fmh thmff^ «ave only that they keep them* 
seive^ {t»m things ctfered U> iMsf and from blood, and from 
thwgn fitrfoigled*. and from foxnicatiofis^ Then Paul took the 
mePf and the next day pimfying himself with them^ entered in- 
to Ae temple,, to signify the accomplishment of the days of pa- 
rificationi natil thf2t an ofSbiiag were made for every one of 

thftm." 

The date of thistransactma must hwre been several years af^* 
ter the time of the aforementioned council ; and yet ^^ the many 
thousands Oif Jews, whieh believed were all zealous of ctrcumeis* 
ion and the law of Moses.^* It is sometimes asked, did the ie/te- 
ving Jews continue to praciftse circumeision ? In this passage we 
have a definite answer. They did^ all of thetn. Even Pan! did 
imt teach the believing. Jews that were among the Gentiles that 
they ought wA to circumcise their childreuy as it had been report* 
edf Otherwise^ his compliance with the measure proposed by 
th0 brethren at Jerusalem to silence the clamour of the people, 
was practising a lie* For the very object of this measure was 
to counteract the report that he hadso taught. And Paul's free^ 
ly consenting to this measure was a lull and publick declsra* 
tipn that he had: taught no such thing as was reported. He al* 
lowed of circunodsion to the Jews, let them live where they 
woiald. 

Here, again, when the circiamstances of the case plainly de- 
manded that the change of the seals, and the discontinuance of 
circumcisbn to the Jews,, (if such had been the fact,) should 
have been noticed; not a word is uttered, or an intimation gi- 
ven* Nor is there any mention x>f this afterwards. 

Instead of this, circumcision, was strenuously practised ^' by 
the many thousands of Jews which believed,?' as well as others, 
long after the intreduction of the Christian dispensation ; yea, 
through the whole period of the New Testament history. They 
were so precise in regard to this subject, that the report that a 
single individual had set himself against the practice and the 
prevailing customs, excited; the indignation of the whole mul- 
titude of Jews, and exposed: him to the fnry of the populace. 

Yea, there is nothing in the whole of thciNew Testament 
records which contains/any notice of baptism's taking thii place 
of circwneisi^y or of circumcisians^s being . discontinued to the 
JewSf or ever intended to be. But if such had been the fact, 
this notice must certainly have been taken. 

I am), therefore^ warranted in saying, that the seal of the 
Abrahanuck covenanl was never changed from circumcision to 



XHHISVIKN BAPTISM. ^ 39 

baptism, and tbat cireumeifiioii was neyer aboHshcd to the Jews, 
but remaifls to this day iii full Ibrce. 

Especially will this appear,, whea we take into consideration 
the perpetuity of the covenant t» which it belonged, and the 
order of God to Abraham that every manrchild among his de<* 
scendants, without limitation, should be ckcumcised. 

Great stress is often laid on the silence of the Jews respect- 
ing the privileges of children, as though this could not nave 
been, if infants had not been baptized during the apostoiick age. 
But j&om the above view of the case, this silence is easily aC"> 
counted for, allowing that in&nts were not baptized* There was 
no occasion to complain, seeing the Abrahamick covenant was 
not abridged, nor their right to circumcise their children called 
in question^ If circumcision were ever a jirivilege, it was a 
privilege to Jews still ; and upon Gentiles, in their separate na« 
tional capacity, it had never been conferred. What ground, 
therefore, existed for the Jews to complain ? Evidentiy none* 
And we do not hear any complaint from the Gentiles, for they 
did not, under all the circumstances, consider circumcisiou a 
privilege to them. Believers among them were brought upon 
a level with believing Jews in point of spiritual privileges, 
and this was enough. They had cause to be satisfied with their 
circumstances in other lespects. Hence we hear of no com- 
plaint from any quartev* But this furnishes no argument what* 
ever for infant baptism. 
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CHAPTER VI. 

T%6f<ict that the kingdom of heawri toas^ setupj w the New Tes" 
tament dispenacUionintroikiced during Christ^ s life andpersoti' 
al ministry i pcu^uiarltf illustrated and proved. 

It was predicted by the prophet Isaiah > that '* a king should 
feign and prospeir'^ — that a '' child should be bom, and a son gi- 
ven^ ^ho^ should be' called the mighty God, the everlasting 
Father, the prince of peace; that the government should be 
upon his shoulder, and that of hta kingdom there should be no 
end." 

It was foretold by Daniel, that in. the time of the fourth great 
kingdom that should arise, i. e; in' the time' of the Roman 
monarchy^ '< the God of heaven Would setupa kingdom which 
should break in pieeefl and' consume all these kingdomii) and 
stand for ever." 

The Lord Jesus 'Chnst was the king: thus promised, and- his 
New Testament church the kingdom which he should.estab- 
lish and reign over. 

Moreover^ the prophet Jeremiah foretold that G:od would 
** make a new covenant with the house of Israel and with the 
house of' Judifth, not according to the covenant which' hemade 
with their fathers when they came eut of Egypt," wherein he 
^i^gf^g^d'to " write his law in theic hearts, and that he would be 
their €k)d, and they should be his people." This is the same 
as the New Testament, of which Chri^ is tl^ mediator. 

This* covenant evidently began, to take eflfect during our 
Lerd^sJife and^ministry. A very important change then began 
(0 6ee^^to(^ in the c(m«/«<t^<^ off the church; andthe kingdom, 
of ^heaven was then set up. A' chosen peopfe was called out • 
and separated from the publick mass, and brought under a pe- 
culiar set of laws and regulations. And Christthen began to 
claim and to exercise, in various respects, the pre^ogarives of ; 
Zion's king. 

The true rise of his kiirgdom was wtien he began to make dis- 
ciples ^jid baptize them. ' For he said that ^^except ft man be born . 
ef water mi o{ the spirit y he camiol enter into the kingdom of 

4? 
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God." No other period oan be assij^ed for its rise whiehis s^ 
reasonable and so consisteDt as this. 

It is evidently not correct to fix on the day of Pentecost, as 
some do^ for the change of the dispensations and the rise of this 
kingdom, because the Gospel Church was in existence before. 
The three thousand converts were added unto ikemyi, e^ the com- 
pany of disciplefi" previously formed, and many of whom were as- 
sembled together on that great and notable occasion. There is 
no record of any new church being iorraed on that day, nor of 
any thing that inplies it; and yet we immediately hear of a. 
" church*^ to which " the Lord added daily such as should he 
saved." And this could not be the Jewish church; for these 
converts were already members of that^ and hence could not be 
added. The church spoken of, was, indeed, composed of na^ 
tive Jews and proselytes. But it was manifestly distinct from 
the body of the nation, oc from the Jewish church as it had pre- 
viously existed. It was a church which had arisen from among 
that people, or. the same church that formerly existed, brought 
tinder a new constitution which retained the sound part and re- 
jected the rest ; which circumstance shows that it was altoge- 
ther distinct from the body of the nation. 

And it could not have been f^^ formed, because, as before 
remarked, it was in existence previous to that day. There was 
a body of disciples, or Christians, in being at the commence- 
ment of that scene, prepared and authorized to receive mem- 
bers. 

And there is no mention n^de of this church being formed a 
while premouB to that day, yet subsequent to the resurrection of 
Jesus. No one, it is presumed, will fix upon any part of this 
interval as the time in which this church was fprmed. Besides, 
it is evident that it wa^ in being at the very time of the resurrec- 
tion. . Paul's declaration that '^ he was seen alive after his pas- 
sion, of, mpre than Jive hundred brethren at once," is satisfactory 
proof of this. 

Further :, The administifation of the Lord's Supper to the 
twelve a little before his death, an ordinance which belongs ex- 
clusively to the 'New Testament church, shows that it existed 
then^ and that the. disciples we]ie.4k part of it, Apd. hence we 
find that it w:as formed pr^ious to the death of. Christ. And so 
we may proceed, step by step, till. we come to the period when 
he began to collect a company, of baptized disciple^ ; when we 
shall, undoubtedly, find the origin of that church, or kingdom, 
which was like a graia of . mustard seed that is very small at 
first, but grows and becomes a tree ; or like the stone which, 
iaNebucbadnezzar^s dream, was cut out of the mountain with-> 
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out hands, iuid became a grcfat mountaiir, and filled the whole 
earth* 

Ottr Lord^s saying in Galilee, some time after he bad made 
and baptized disciples, " Repent, for the kingdom of heavei\ is 
at handi'^^ forms no valid objection against this view of the sub- 
ject Neither does his subsequently bidding the apostles to 
preach the same doctrine in the phces which they visited. For 
no more is necessarily implied in this fordi of expression than 
that the kingdom of God was ju^t about to make its appearance 
in these places^ which would be perfectly consistent with the 
. idea that it had already been set up elsewhere. The word 
' " en^s^e," rendered *' ar Aanrf," is in another place rendered 
"ntjyA^.''' *' Be ye sure of this, the kingdom of iiod is come 
(eti^'ike) nigh unto you.'* There is, therefore, nothing in this 
term which forbfds the idea that our Lord's kingdom had al- 
ready come, or that the New Testament church was already 
formed in some other part of Judea. 

Christ was, indeed, bo^n a king ; but he did not probably de- 
clare himself i^s such^ and openly commence the work of ^^ order- 
ing and establishing his kingdom," till the time of entering on 
his publick ministry, " after the baptism which John preached." 
It was one part of John's office to proclaim his Messiahship, and 
to point him out to the people His real character and office 
were also testified by a voice from heaven, at the time he was 
baptized, saying, ^' This is my beloved Son, hear him." 

Directly upon this, he- asserted the prerogatives oi' the Re- . 
deemer and King of Zion ; performed various regal acts, ap- 
pointed pubiick officers m bis kingdom, and gave laws and in- 
stitutions upon his own mediatorial authority, particularly hap- 
tUmi and afterwards the Lord's Supper. His style of speaking 
was, '^ Vm/y, verily^ I say unto you.^^ Hence it is said, " he 
spake withauthority, and not as the scribes.'' 

This all shows that his kingdom had ceme, and that the new 
dispensation and the new constitutron and organization of the 
church which had been predicted, were actually introduced. 

There was, manifestly, some great rhangem the state and con- 
stitution of the church denoted by the setting up, or coming, of 
the kingdom of heavenv No one can reasonably question this. 
Yet many insist that the change did not take place till after the 
death and resurrection of Christ.. But what has been said 
plainly shows that it took place before, even at^ or near the com- 
mencementof his pubiick ministry. 

This being an important point, and one which, if substantia- 
ted, will go far to. settle this whole controversy; I would re- 
nm\i still further^ that the words of Christ, Mathe w, xi^ 11 , H^ , 
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fimifah clear ^x)o( thereof. « Verily I say uijitg you, awioi^g' 
them that are born of women^ there hath not risen a greater 
than John the Baptist; notwithstandii^g ]ie that islt^astin tW 
kingdom of heaven is greater thao^he* And Mm th^ day3 oC 
John the Baptbt untili now, the kingdom of heay;ea auffereth 
Tiblence, and the violent take it by tor-ee.'* 

It should be particularly observed) that»^. [H^iona. to his 
making this declacation, he madeand b^ized sbkm^ diseiple&; , 
and tibitt^ome of the twelve, at least, w^n^ administrators of this 
ordinance ; (foe '' J^sus baptized.not him^If^ hnt his di^eiples^;") 
and, this being & ministerial, or offic^aVaet, it; is clear thai they 
were, at, the time^ anthorized ministers of - the; gospel*^ Christ 
had already gi\ren them a commission, to some extent, to teach 
and minister in his name*. Not only this; bnti previous to his 
making this declaration, he had expressly called audi appointed 
the twelve to, be apoatlegy and had sent.- them before his: Cace into* 
the cities o£ Israel to preach the. gpspe)/ of the kiogilom^ and 
work micacles ia his name^ 

He manifestly m^ansj therefore, by> '^thoc least in tbekingr 
domof heaven,?' the least of 'the apoaths* The /e<»r/, of. them- 
was ^rea/er than John, because they Acted imi»edi(^efyundir his: 
mediatorial authority ; and were; apppintedto announce that, he 
had actually, came^ and were en4owed with ^fea^%At and*. 
more eminent gifts for the perfecting of .the ehnreb;. Hence it 
appears that the kingdom. of heaven; had aofiia% come; other- 
wise the apostles- could not be in ity and not only, in it,, but 
office-bearers therein of the highest description. 

Moreover, the kingdom of heaven is^ here said to suffer vi-^ 
olence from the days of John the^ baptist ^' until the time 
that he spake these words, and ^^ th^ violent tookit by foice.'' 
Whatever be the meaning of these phrases, they show, concha 
sivelyy that this kingdom had then ammnc^dl The meaning 
probably is, that it was eag^ly sought^ and.the subjectsof it 
escaped for their lives to the ark (^, safety^. and pressed their 
way through all opposition and temptation*. They were/so im^ . 
pressed with their spiritual needy^ and:, with the fulness, and 
mercy of Christ, that they, were resolved taventure upon; him, 
and risk all consequences. They took the kingdom, as it were 
by force. At any rate,, it couldnot hfi^ViO : beea. taken in this, 
manner, if it had not existed.. 

The words <^ from the days of Jobo^ ^e Baptist," plainly de-^ 
note that this kingdom was set. up either beloore, on at the dose 
of his ministry. The real' period of its. risei appears, to have 
been a little be/ore John finished his work.. Christ entered; 
upon his publick ministry, and made and baptized jdisciples, 
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while John was yet preachuig Mid baptizing ; and the people 
weie eager to hear him and to become his disciples. All which 
shows that the gospel kingdoiti was then introduced. 

This fact is still further supported by the parallel passage in 
Luke, xvi. 16. '^ The law and the prophets were until John :. 
since that time the kingdom of God is preached, and every man 
pressethintaitJ^ This declaration unquestionably proves the 
previous introduction of this kingdom ; for every one can see 
that no one could press into it, if it had 'not then come. For 
he is not speaking of the world of glory, but ot die. kingdom 
of God, as set up in this world, in the days of the gospel, agree- 
ably to ancient prophecy. It is therefore clear that this king- 
dom commenced a little before, or at the close of John^s min- 
istry. 

Again: ctiap. xvi. 20, 21. ^' And when he was demanded 
of the Pharisees when the kingdom of God should come, he 
answered them and said, the kingdom. of God cometh not with 
observation. B^either shall they say, lo here, or lo there, for 
behold, the kingdom of Ood is witfaio you," i. e. among you,, 
or in the midst of you. So the words might have been render- 
ed. And this is obviously the true sense. He could not mean 
that the kingdom of God was in the hearts of those proud, 
unbelieving Pharisees.; but simply that it was among them^ or 
in the midst of them ; although they perceived it not, inasmuch 
a^they had wholly, mistaken, its nature and end. It did not 
appear in that eviernai pomp and grander which they had 
been expecting. The proof from this passage is decisive : 
^' The kingdon^ of God is among youy or in the midst of you,^^ 
The New Testament church, called the kingdom of God, was 
certainly formed and established during the life t>f Christ ; and 
it was no other than that select company of disciples which he 
collected and baptized. 

We have still further prpoj of this point, in the event of our 
Lord's riding into Jerusalem upon an ass, attended by the mul- 
titude of his. disciples, in fuljfilment of the prophesy of Zech- 
ariah.^ "Shout, O'Zion, behold thy King cometh unto thee, 
riding appn an ass, and upon a colt th^ foal of : an ass." Here, 
tiiierefore, was both a King and a kiT^gdom. 

Again : When our Lord was arraigned before Pilate, he ac- 
knowledged himself to be the King of the Jews ^ and, by way 
of explanation, and for the prevention of all alarm as to his 
claiming secular favour or honour, he said, " My kingdom is 
not of this world.*' It was purely spiritual. He was there- 
ibre a King before he suffered^ and had a kingdom^ which con** 
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sisted, ^t the timei of b^Hetdng Jm9,y or oi tl^e eompomg of AiV 

The same might be shown, 9tiU farther from maay of his par* 
abjes, which clearly represent his gospel Itiqgdom as actually 
set up) though, at first, very small, a^d hy oa meami^ aQsw^Dg 
the expectations of the carnally ininded. 

The circumstance also previously mentkmed of his a4mims* 
teiiDg the Lord's Supper — an ordiftance of this kuQgdem, to the 
twelve, while yet with them, shqws^ that t)ijis kiAgdoo^ had 
been already introduced. 

It is of very great importanee to understand thk tnatter cot' 
rectly. For if the change of the dispensations, and the setting 
up of the kingdom of heaven, or the New Testament church,, 
took place during our Lord's life and ministry, then the in- 
structions which he then gave, and the practice which he thea 
introduced, will reflect much light upon the question at issue,, 
as well as upon the nature of this kingdom generally. 

Many overlook and reject all which is said about Christ's ma- 
king and baptizing disciple^^ during hie Hf^, and all which was> 
(lone by the apostles under their first mission to the cities of Iir 
rael,. as having nothing to do with the proper subjects of bap* 
' tism, from the notion that the New Testament dispensatioxi 
was not introduced till after his death and resurrection ^ yea, 
not till the day of Pentecost, and that all wl^ich was done pre- 
viously was under the law. 

But this is a grQS9 mistake. It is abundantly manifest that 
the new covenant, or new dispensation, was introduced during 
' our Lord's life, and at,^ or near the commenfsement of his pub-* 
lipk ministry. What, therefore, was then said and done by 
him and his disciples,, belongs to this very quesHoiii and goe« 
to settle it in favour of believers!* baptism only,; as iio o^der was 
given for the baptism of any others, and no others were^ia fact^ 
baptized; 

As the introduction of the Sinai dispenss^n did not inter- 
fere with the Abrabamick; so the iptroduction of the New 
Testament dispensation did not interferes with either. The 
ceremonial code was indeed eventjaally disaimi|lled, but there 
was no necessity for this being dope pn^vious t^ the introduc-- 
tion of the new covenant dispensatioUi. 

The change, denoted by the setting up of the kingdom of 
heaven, or by making a new covenant with the house of Israei 
and Judah, appears to have beea effected by degrees^ till the 
whole of the New Testament econo^c^y was aetdedf Existing 
believers, or sqeh an professed to be of tl^us^ character^ were- 
collected together by our Lord and formed into a separate com- 
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pany, or society, ftDOi' tbe ntitidti at l^Tge, and were initiated 
iy baptism* Aiid to tUb 86detjr he gat^ minisiters, laws and 
pvivileges, till his ^hak fvill waa declared* And it coDtinu- 
ed to increase and spread;* 

Althougkitisofiea pkadthi&t no ehutck essentially new hdis 
been set np, all most admit that ttt^ftmn «uid comUtuHatt of the 
church 1^ grea% ^Mired* There ceftaiAly was a time when 
the believers in Jesufii begaii t6 be considered the N^ Testament 
Churchy in distincfian from the body of the Jewish nation, 
^hermstkey had nut been thtts considered belore ; whether it 
be snpposed that they were c^ed outy and separated from the 
^at body of the nation and its nilers ; or that the unbelieving 
part were cut offy or exeommmicatedy leaving the believing part 
to subsist) and act) in- a separate capacity. 

And this change, or revolution^ must have been the introduction 
of the kingdom of ^at^^Ai which is ^ken of in the scriptures, 
both of the Old a)gid New Testaments, with so much emphasis. 

The question, therefore, now before u^, is, when did this 
change take place ? The true answer, as^ I have fully shown, 
is, at or wsar the commencement of our Lord's publick ministry. 
It is evident) also^ that it consisted in calling out a beli^ng 
jpeople from the body of the nation, rather than in a formal ex- 
communication of the unh^Heving part. This calling out of the 
true Israel, and embodying them under the Messiah, prepared 
the way for the ultimate breaking of the Sinai covenant with the 
body of the nation, and- their final rejection. 

I admit that Christ has never had but one church in the 
worlds which has existed under different dispensations and con- 
stitutions. 

The Abrahamick church was the sathe that existed in the 
^ays that were before the flood ; yea, from the first dawn of 
mercy tooiir world ^ yet it was ni^er a very different constitu- 
tion. 

In like manner, the Christian church is the same as the 
Abrahamiek; yet under a very difierent form and constitution, 
one that is n^uch more jperfeet ; and one thai is intended to be 
final, as to this world. 

But although the- church is now essentially the same as for- 
merly^ itisnever stjh& the kingdom of heaven J until Christ, the 
Lord, aetttaVly casie down fronr beaveir to reign in human na- 
ture, and to |;ive it it6 ultimate tjrpe and privileges. The 
kingdom of God AAtfud/ cmebeforcy in the sense which the 
scriptures intend by this phrase. The church was before na- 
Hmialf at least aoadngihe Jews, and was connected and identified 
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with a wcNrldly kingdom. But under the gospel, it is wholly 
^iitual in its organi2ation ; separate from all worldly associa- 
tions ; and from all the laws and regulations of men ; and 
.placed under the mediatorial government of Christ. Yet it is 
so fbuned and constituted as to live among any nation, and under 
any form of civil government,; and the members, as citizens^ 
are expressly required to be subject to the powers that be. It 
is under this new and final constitution and form, that it is called 
the kingdom of God, or of heaven. 

As when a new king commences his reign, he requites of his 
subjects the oath of allegiance, and makes new laws and regu- 
lations ; so our Lord Jesus ( hrisi, when he became incarnate, 
and eutered upon*his mediatorial kingdom, by the consent and 
appointment of the Father aud the Spirit, commenced his reiga 
by calling his subjects to swear allegiance to him ; or, in other 
words, by calling them openly to owu and submit to him as 
their Saviour and King, and to receive a significant badge of this 
acknowledgment and submission in baptism, by which they 
might be openly and emphatioally known and distinguished 
from the rest of the people. 

He gave also other institutions and laws, whereby his reign 
is distinguished, and his kingdom perfected. 

This kingdom is both spiritually aijd visibly diverse from all 
others, as it was foretold that it should be. None have a right 
of admission by virtue of their natural birth, as in other king- 
doms, even in the Jewish kingdom ; but they must be called into 
it by renewing grate; otherwise they have no right to enter. And 
although men, having no access to the hearts of others, cannot 
wholly exclude those of unsound minds, they ought not to re- 
ceive any but such as give credible evidence of grace. The 
members of the gospel church are, by pn fession,. Christians and 
brethren — a household of taith, a select, spiritual society>.. 

Now, such a state of things having been actually introduced, 
during our Lord's continuance on earth, the apostles would 
naturally take this to be the rule of their ;procedure qfterwards. 
They would not depart from the precedent established, withotU 
express instructions. There is great weight in this argument 
from the early type of the Christian chur(£, as a society of be- 
lievers only, to show that infant baptism is wrong. As we 
should naturally expect that Christ would settle the questiou 
who were to belong to his kingdom, a»d who were to be bapti- 
zed, in the very beginning of his reign ; so we find that he did, 
and he gave no different instructions afterwards. All that has 
been observed under this head goes to show that I have given 
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the tnie sense of the apottolick commission, firery attempt to 
include infants fails. This commission must be altered and 
amended^ and the very nature of the gospel kingdom changed 
from what we find it in the gospel records, to make out a war- 
rant for infant baptism. But we have certainly no right to do 
this. It is impiety and presumption to do it. 
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CHAPTER VIL 

The memorable passage^ ActSy ii« 38 — 41 , particnlarlff examined.^ 

The practice of the apostles, acting under the immediate in* 
spiration of the Spirit, as well as the commission which they, 
received of the Lord Jesus, is naturally regarded as a proper 
source of information in relation to the present question. 

Hvnce great efibrti^ are made hy Pedohaptists to show that 
the apostles did, in fact, practise the haptism of infants, and 
consequently, that this shows how they understood their com» 
mission. We frequently hear it asserted, in positive language, 
that the apostles practised infant baptism. 

If this could be clearly made out, I admit that the practice 
would be correct. In that ease, it would appaar that Christ 
gave them additional instructions to those contained in the afore- 
said commission. 

But it evidently cannot be made out. The apostles have 
given no notice of having received additional instructions on 
diis p<Mnt, which include inftnts ; neither are thete any facts re- 
corded which show that they did baptize them. But their 
whole history, as we have in fact seen already, and shall see 
more fully hereafter, goes to establish believers' baptism at> the 
only gospel baptism. 

It is, indeed, argued from the^.passage referred to at the head 
of this chapter, that the promise mentioned is that memorable 
promise made to Abraham, that God would be a God to him 
and to his seed after him ; that baptism is represented as a to* 
ken, or seal, of this promise, as circumcision was previously ; 
and that the promise is to believers and their children as it al- 
ways had been. So that here is a warrant for the baptism of 
infants^ 

But a careful examination of the passage will show that this 
construction is unwarranted and grossly erroneous. It reads 
thus : ^< Then Peter said unto them, repent, and be baptized 
every one of you, in the name of Jesua Christ, for the remis- 
sion of sins ; and ye shall receive the gift of the Holy Ghost. 
For the promise is unto you, and to your children, and to all 
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that are afar ofi, even as many as the Lord our Ood shall calL 
And with many other words did he testify and exhort, saying, 
save yourselves from this untoward generation. Then they 
that gladly received bis word were baptized : and the same day- 
there were added unto them about three thousand souls." 

The promise here referred to is evidently not the before* 
mentioned promise to Abraham, but the promise of the Holy- 
Spirit, which is contained in the passage itself, and repeatedly 
mentioned in the connexion, and which was contained in a 
prophecy of Joel that respected that very reason, and was ex- 
pressly quoted as then fulfilled. God had said by him, chap, 
ii. 28, 32, '* It shall come to pass in the last days, that I will pour 
out my Spirit upon all flesh — ^and whosoever shall call on the 
name of the Lord shall be delivered." Christ had also said, 
while he was with the apostles, John, vii. 38, 39, " He that 
believeth on me, out of his belly shall flow rivers of living 
water. This spake he of the Spirit which they that believe on 
him should receive : for the Holy Ghost was not yet givea; be- 
cause that Jesus was not yet glorified.'' Also, chap. xiv. 16, 1-7. 
" I will pray the Father, and hp shall give you another Comforter 
— even the Spirit of truth." And after his resurrection, he 
bid them. Acts, i. 4, wait at Jerusalem <' for the promise of the 
Father, whiqh, said he, ye have heard of me," alluding to the 
above. 

Accordingly, the apostle Peter reasoned on that x>ccasioii m 
this plain and forcible manner, chap. ii. 33 : <^ Therefore, beings 
by the right hand of God exalted, and having received of the 
'F9ther the promise ef the Hofy Ghosty he hath shed forth this 
which ye now see and hear." 

With this ever-blessed promise fully in view, which was 
then actually^ and most strikingly fulfilling, he said to the awa- 
kened multitude, ^> Repent, and be baptized every one of you, 
in the name of Jesus Christ, for the remission of sins, and ye 
shall receive the gift of the Holy Ghost ; for the promise is un- 
to you and to your children," &c. Now, from the whole re- 
cord, and its connexion, what can be plainer than that he refer- 
red to the promise of the Holy Spirit, which, in case they 
should believe and be baptized, they should receive. He had 
just been citing a prophecy in which this promise was contain- 
ed, and had applied it expressly to that occasion. He had also 
expressly referred to Christ's '* being exalted," and to his hav- 
ing received of the Father the furomise of the Spirit," and had 
consequently affirmed that '^ be had shed forth what they then 
saw and heard." Moreover, the apostles and brethren, as di- 
rected by Christ, had been patiently waiting for this very scenes 
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it iS) therefore, exceedingly evident^ that be did not refer to that 
special and comprehensive promise made to Abraham and his 
seed, but to the promise of the Holy Ohost in his sanctifying 
and comforting influences, and to a certain extent, in his mi- 
faculOus influences, which was to them, and their children, 
6nd to all that were afar oS", even as many as the Lord should 
call, precisely on the same condition of personal repentance 
and subinission to Christ. 

The promise of the Spirit as a sanctifier and comforter, is 
made expressly to all that believe. Hence Paul says, Eph. i. 
13, " After that ye believed, ye were sealed with that Holy 
Spirit^/ promise.'*^ And, Romans, viii. 9, ^< If any man have 
not the Spirit of Christ, he is none of his." 

Here, therefore, we see that there is a conspicuous promise 
which belongs to all believers — one which they are entitled to 
immediately upon their believing and sobmitting-to^Christ^ and 
being baptized in his name. And in addition to this, ntany, in 
that early age of the church, received the miraculous operations 
of the Spirit. But these are not the most material things con- 
tained in the promise* The- great and peculiar blessing was 
the gift of the Spirit to sanctify and comfort them — to illumine 
their hearts and seal their forgiveness and redemption. And to 
this the apostle manifestly refers— a promise made alike to pa- 
rents and children and all others, both near and afar off, per- 
soTMlly^ upon theirper9ona% embracing the gospel. 

It was one which perfectly suited the occasion— one that was 
peculiar to all believers — and, therefore, one that tended to en- 
force the direction given to those distressed and agonizing 
sinners. 

This,^ therefore, was not the aforesaid comprehensive pro- 
mise- ta Abraham; nor was it a promise that if the parents 
would' repent and be baptized, they should not only themselves 
receive the Spirit and be saved, but their children likewise ; 
or that their children should also repent and receive the Spirit 
upon their account, or in consequence of their faith. But the 
promise was to the children personally in the same sense that 
k was to the parents ; and it was to the one, on the same, eon? 
dition that it was to the other: and it was equally upon the 
same condition to all that were afar off. Whoever repented 
and submitted to Christ, should receive the gift of. the Holy 
Ghost — or the Holy SpifiC: of promise, asa sanctifier and com* 
forterv 

Hence, this declaration, of Peter is no- more a warrant for 
baptizing the children of believers for their sake, than the chih 
dren of unbelievers* ^ For there is nothing more promised here 
to the former^than to the latter-*yea, nothing more than is 
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promised to all others— to mankind generally. The very same 
promise, and on the tery sasM amdiUoHj is ifukscrimmately made. 
Every repenting and belieriBg sinner, whether parent or chiidy 
male or female, bond or free, at home or afar oo^ shall receive 
the gift of the Holy Ghost. This is the plain and p)>vioas 
sense of the passage. 

Therefore, it does not give the least countenance to the prac* 
tice of baptizing children upon the faith of their parents. We 
might derive as good an argument from this passage for bapti- 
zing all the euds of the earth upon the faith ot the piarents ad* 
dressed by Peter, a» their immediate children. Por the pro- 
mise is as positively said to be to all them that were afar off, 
as to their children. If thierefore this promise gave a right to 
the baptism of the latter, ^pon the faith of their parents, it did 
equally to the former. This consequence is unavoidable. And 
hence it is, - of itself, sufficient to overthrow the argujnent ^ 
for an argument that j^oves too much, proves nothing. 

BesidjeSj the words to your chiUren, include the aduU as weU 
as the infaait children ; so that the argument is precisely as 
strong for the baptism of the former, upon their parents' faith, 
as of the Wten, Here again it proves i^a muQh> ^d 90 de- 
stroys: itself. 

How asto.nishin^ it is that men will build this practice i,ipon 
such a foundatiQAl Here is eertainlv nothing that intimates 
that Qhjildrei^ wei?e baptized oa the raith of parents, or were 
ever inlended to be. Here is not ev^n any thing more promis- 
ed to b^^ieving parents respecting their children, (whatever 
may be promised elsewhere,) than is promised, to unbelieving 
parents respecting theirs. The promise is to each /^ef^^^Ro/Zy, 
and to all of every rank, and every where, p^sonaliyy whom 
God shall caU l^y tbe gpapel, and on the sane personal condi- 
tion. Repent^ce, in every ini^ftance, as it respects pa^etUSf 
children, or strangers;^ is before baptisn^. ^^ Repent and: %j^ bap^ 
tizedf every one of you." O that thia hleiised doctrine hjeul al- 
ways been taught! 

Will aiiy sober Christian come fprwav^ and say that there 
wece infants baptized on thai occasion ? If any dare do it, 
does it not manifestly become them to tell horn qsieat a propor^ 
tion of the three thousand were fiduUs^ apd Aota areat a pro* 
portion were infanfs ? But the v^y jittempt to. designate the 
number of each would confound any one. Tea, it would con- 
found any one to attemnt to make out that a single infant was 
then baptized. And were ia. certainly no mention made of 
the infants being brought another cl&y* It is e?identj^ ttere^ 
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fore, that this whole account — this memorable transaction — has 
nothing at all to do with infant baptism* 

The comprehensive promise to Abraham that God would be 
his God did indeed include all spiritual blessings, and-it inclu* 
ded them to all his true seed, and therefore this particfular pro* 
mise was included that I have been treating of, and was emi- 
nently fulfilled on the occasion referred to. But this is no evi- 
dence that this was the promise particularly intended. The 
blessing here specified by the apostle was also included in the 
promise to, our fast parents jitxfit " the seed of the woman should 
bruise the serpent^s head." Also in the following promise of 
God in the prophecy of Isaiah. ^^ My righteousness shall be 
forever, and my sahtUion from generation to generation,'*'* But 
will any one say that either of tnese promises was the one par- 
ticularly referred to by Petei ; and, thence, undertake to draw 
an argument for infant baptism ? This might as well be done, 
as to say that the aforesaid promise to Abraham was referred 
to, and thence to infer the duty of baptizing infants. 

There are other promises besides that made to Abraham, and 
reference may be had to these as well as to that^ by the inspi- 
red apostles on different occasions. To one of them^ instead of 
the promise to Abraham^ which was sealed by circumcision, re-^ 
ference is most certainly had in the present case^ 
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CHAPTER VIII. 

The three imiances of the Baptism of a Household^ recorded Ads, 
xvi. 14, 15, 33, and I. Cor, u I6j particularly examined. 

Great stress beiog^ laid on the baptism of the households of 
Lydia, the Jailer, and Stephanas, as so many examples of in* 
fant or household baptism in the Pedobaptist sense of the 
phrase, a particular examination of each is required. 

I will begin with that of Lydia, Acts, xvi. 14, 15. <' And a 
ceitain woman named Lydia, a seller of purple of the city of 
Thyatira, which worshipped God, heard us ; whose heart the 
Lord opened, that she attended unto the things which were spo- 
ken of Paul. And when she was baptized, and her house- 
hold, she besought us, saying, if ye have judged me to be 
faithful to the Lord, come into my house, and abide there. 
And she constrained us." 

To make out, from this instance, an apostolick example for 
infant baptism, it must, in the fiist pUce, be made to appear 
that Lydia's household contained infants y properly so called. 
And in the second, that they were baptized on her faith. Un- 
less both of these points are proved, it is not an example for 
the baptism of infants, or unadult children. But neither has 
ever been proved, and neither can be proved, for the proof 
does not exist. 

It is, moreover, necessary to the argument, to prove that 
this household contained none but infants^ or unadult children ; 
for there is precisely the same evidence that the whole house- 
hold were baptized upon Lydia's faith, as that any of them 
were. If it be admitted as possible^ and even probable, that 
there were others in the family besides infants, who were bap- 
tized upon their own faith, the argument is lost. For the 
main force of it lies in this, that there is no express mention 
made of any one's faith except hers ; and yet there is a re- 
cord of the baptism of the household in connexion with hers. 
If, therefore, notwithstanding this manner of recording the bap- 
tism of the household, it be admitted both possible and probable 
that there were some in il that were adults, and were baptized 
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OD their own faith, it will follow that all might have been of 
this description. If the words do not necessarily exclude all 
adalts from the household who were baptized on their own 
faith, they contain no solid argument for the baptism of any 
upon the faith of Lydia. For if there were airy adult belie- 
vers, they might have all been such. And hence there is no 
proof that she had any infants who received baptism upon her 
account. 

And, now, is there any thing, in fact, in this record, which 
exclitdes the idea that there were adults in her family, who 
were baptized on their own faith? There evidently. is not. 
The word household is not limited to infants, as every one 
knows. It contains the members of a family, be they adults, 
or infants, or both. 

The household of a man includes, not only his children, but 
his mfe and servants-^all that compose his family. But when 
the household of a woman is spoken of, it seems to be implied 
that she has no husband. Nevertheless, she may have adults 
in her family, as well as infants; or it may consist altogether of 
adults. It may consist altogether of culult servants and board- 
ers ; or it may consist of children that have arrived to aduU 
age ; or of these and some infants. From this known use of 
the word, household, it will follow that Lydia's household 
might have contained adults that were baptized on their own 
faith. And if it might have contained adults of this descrip- 
tion, it might have contained nooUier; notwithstanding no 
one's faith is expressly mentioned but hers. Yea, it iamX only 
possible, but probable, that she had adults in her family that 
were capable of acting, and did act, for themselves, in this im- 
portant concern. 

This appears from her occupation and rank. It is most nat- 
ural to conclude from the history, that her home was in the 
city of Thyatira, three hundred miles dUstant ; and that she 
was here on business merely — for the purpose of disposing of 
her purple goods \ and, of course, she would be very likdy 
to have adult servants, or attendants. And if she actually had 
nmail children, it is not probable that she brought them with 
her upon such an undertaking. 

There is, therefore, the highest probability that she had 
adults in her household, who were bound to act for themselves, 
and who were baptized upon their own faith. And if Aere 
might have been such in her family, there might have been 
iu> other. Yea, it is probable there were no o£er. The ar- 
gument, thereforci is lost. 

The words certainly do not, of necessity, imply that she bad 
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infant childreoy and that they were baptized on her faith. 
The most &at any one can pretend to say is, that it is more 
probable that she had, than that she had not. 

B^t will this do, even allowing the statement to be correct, 
to fonnd so important a practice upon as that of infant baptism ? 
Was the matter left to be determined by mere probabiHty? It 
is unreasonable to conclude this. 

But even this argument fails. For there is the greater pro- 
bability that they were all believers, as above stated. This is 
especially die case, when we connect the subsequent account, 
related verse 40. " And they went out of the prison, (viz. Paul 
and Silas,) and entered into the house of Lydia, and when they 
had seen the brethren, they comforted them and departed." 

Now, who were these brethren ? Were they some of PauPs 
company whom he had left there, or who had collected there 
while he and Silas were cast into prison ? Or were they the 
members of her household ? It is altogether most probable 
that they were the latter, as we have no account that raul left 
any of his company there, provided he had any more with him 
at the time than Silas. The phraseology also, bdtter suits the 
case of those who were taught than that of the teachers, and of 
those that were resident there than of those that travelled with 
the apostle. ^^ When they had seen the brethren, they com- 
forted them, and departed." These brethren, it appears, were 
kfi behind; and of course, it is in no wise probable that they 
were any of Paul's companions ; but there is every reason to 
believe that they were the members of Lydia^s household. 
And their being called btetliven, shows that they were converts 
who were baptized on their own faith. At any rate, it is quite 
€LS probable tixsit these brethren composed her household, as that 
it was composed of infants or unadult children. So that the 
argument, even irom probability, to make the best of it, is lost. 

If it be still alleged, that in most families there are infant 
children, and that consequently it is most probable there were In 
tliis, it may be rc^pli^d, that mcmu families contain no such chil- 
dren, and that most families, uo^erstmi/ar circumstances, do not 
contain any. And this, with the - additional mention of the 
brethren that were in her house after the baptism, renders it de- 
cidedly the most probable that she had no ii^ant children in her 
family on this occasion. Therefore the greatest probability is 
still on the side of believers' baptism merely, even from this 
very instance, whic^h is unquestionably the most favourable of 
the three to the cause of infant baptism. 

This greater probability in favour of their all being believ- 
ers is not materially lessened by the manner in which the bap- 
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tism of tbe honsehald is related. To give the argument from 
hence any weight, the practice of infant baptism must be pre- 
supposed. From the known practice of Tedobaptists, we 
should, indeed, conclude from such a mode of expression^ that 
the household coDtaiued infants that were baptized upon her 
account. But we should not conclude any such thing froai the 
known practice of anti'Pedobaptists. All that would be infer- 
red in that case would be, that the whole family believed as welt 
as she, and were baptized on their own faith. There is evident- 
ly nothing in this-record, allowing the apostles to have practised 
believers' baptism only, which is inconsistent with that practice, 
or which conveys a different idea. The only force of the argu- 
ment lies in presupposing that the apostles practised infant bap- 
tism, which is the very thing to be proved. 

Nor is there any thing to lessen the probability in favour of 
this being a family .of believers, in the words, <Mf ye have 
judged me to be faithful to the Lord, come into my house and 
abide there," without any express mention of the faith of the 
household : because she spoke as the head of the family, whose 
business it was to give the invitation. There was no necessity 
for mentioning the faith of her household in this place. The 
mode of expression is perfectly consistent either with the idea 
that she had no infant children, or that she had. It is no proof 
either /or or against the piety of the household. But the sub- 
sequent account of there being brethren in her house, as I have 
shown, is a plain intimation that her household were believers. 
On the whole, therefore, there is nothing gained in favour of 
the Pedobaptist cause on the ground of probcUnlity. 

But even if there was as great a probability as. the Pedobap- 
tists suppose, that there were infants in this family ; yea, if it 
were certain that there were ; this would not be satisfactory 
proof that they were baptized on her account. We might meet 
the Pedobaptists on their own ground, and say the record re- 
spects merely the adult part of the family, as the Lord had 
given no order for the baptism of any but adults. Tliey gene- 
rally say that the words of Christ in Mark, ^' He that believeth 
and is baptized shall be saved ; but he that believeth not shall 
be damned ;'' relate merely to adults, and do not touch the 
case of infants i that the very argument from these words which 
would exclude them from baptism, would exclude them also 
from salvation. Although I do not admit the justness of this 
statement, yet (hey cannot complain, if we dispose of the other 
case in the same way that they do of this. Certainly it might 
be argued with as much propriety, and more, that the mention 
of the baptism of the household only related to the adult part, 
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and not to those who were too joung to be instructed and to 
profess faith. Seeing the commistton to baptize expressly 
znentionanone but believers, it might be plead that the mention 
of the baptism of a household means, of course, the adult part, 
and no more. Therefore, the fact that there were infants in 
herfamilir, if ever so probable, and even if proved, would not 
prove infant baptism. 

And further ; if it were as probable as Pedobaptists suppose, 
that there were infants in this household who were baptized 
on Lfdia's faith, this would not settle the point ; because this is 
not the kind of proof required, especially in the case of a jpo9t- 
tiv€ instUuiion. To base such an institution upon mere prober* 
InMtyy would open a field for inference and conjecture quite too 
wide, and it would be a gross reflection upon the wisdom, ac- 
curacy, and faithfulness of the New Testament lawgiver. Wh^t 
if this probability, as some allege, were as three to one in favour 
of the Pedobaptist view ; so long as it is mere prohabUUyy in a 
case where an expHeii warratU is required ; and so long as it is 
admitted by these persons that the probability on the side of 
there being none but- adults who acted for themselves is as one 
to tkree^ %,- e: one third as probable as the other, there is evi«> 
dentiy no warrant to consider this as an example of infant bap- 
tism. If it be allowed that one faibily in three have no infant 
children ; yea, if the proportion were stated to be still less ; it 
will clearly follow, that this household might hbve been of that 
description. And so the point is not proved that here were 
infants baptized on Lydia's account. And when itis considered 
that mere probability would not aflbrd adequate proof, even if 
it were ever so great, it is palpably unjust to consider this as 
an example of infant baptism. I have even shown that the 
argument, ^om probability OBel/y is in favour of the baptism of 
believers only, from this very instance. 

Moreover, it should be particularly observed that it does not 
belong to me to prove that there were w) infants in this family ; 
or, if there were, that they were not baptized upon Lydia's ac- 
count ; but to the Pedobaptists 4o prove tbat there were infants 
in it, and that they received baptism on her account ; neither 
of which is capable of being done. And if, after all, it should 
be said that as Pedobaptists cannot prove that there were infants 
, in it, so neither can I prove that there were notj then I would 
^y, that in that ease, the passagie is no proof eidierybr or againet 
the point in debate ; and so it is left just where the apostolick 
commission and histdry leave it, as I have already shown, in 
favour of a weirrant merely for the baptism of believers. 
The next Instance of the baptism of a household which I 

6 
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am to consider, is that of the jailer, recorded in this same chap- 
ter, verses 31---34. " And tney said, believe on the Lord Je- 
sus Christ, and thou shalt be saved, and thy house. And they 
spake unto him the word of the Lord, and to ail that were in 
his house. And he took them the same hour of the night, and 
washed their stripes ; and was baptized, he and ail his, straight- 
way. And when he had brought them into his house, be set 
meat before them, and rejoiced, believing in God, with all his 
house.^^ 

Here, again, to make out an example of infant, or household 
baptism, in the sense contended for^ it must be shown that there 
were infants in this fiemiily, and that they were baptized on the 
jailer^s account But is there any such thing asserted or fairly 
implied ? Evidently not, but the contrary. 

It is plainly asserted that ^^ they spake unto him the word of 
the Lord, and to all that were in his house^^^ which shows that 
there were none in the family but what were capable of being 
taught. It is also said that ^^ he rejoiced, believing in God, 
toith all his hause^^'^ which is positive proof that the whole fami- 
ly believed, and were converted to Christ. For if we connect 
t(ie clause — ^^ with all hishouse^^^ either with the word "re- 
joiced," or with the word " believing," it denotes a similarity 
of character in the jailer and his family, produced by means of 
the gospel. If we connect it with the latter word, then it is 
affirmed that the whok house believed as well as himself. And 
if we connect it with the former^ then it will follow that the 
whole house rejoiced as well as Ae, i. e. participated in the same 
joy of faith and pardon of sin, which comes to the same thing. 

I admit that both the words " rejoiced," and " believing," 
are in the sinaular number in the original Greek ; and they are 
likewise evidentlv so in our language. But what of Aat ? 
Does it hence follow that he was the only one of the family 
that " believed and rejoiced," or " rejoiced and believed?" 
Not at all. The clause, ^^ with all his houssj'*^ connected with 
either o{ these terms, shows that the family were all brought in- 
to the same state with himself ^ and were baptized on the same 
ground of personal faith. 

The Greek word, " panotAi," is correctly translated, " with 
all his Aott<€." To render it, as some are inclined to do, " do- 
mestically," or " in," or "through the whole house," is to de- 
stroy all its beauty and force. What is it to rejoice, or believe 
" domestically," or " in," or " through the whole house ?" 
Poes it mean that he went through every apartment rejoicing, 
' or believing, first through the lower rooBoui, then through the 
obambers, and thea through the cellar ? Is this all that the 
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passage imports ? It is dishonourable to the spirit of inspiration 
to allow it ; especially as this rendering is not only trivial and' 
absurd, but it confines the rejoicing, or believing, wholly to 'he 
jailer himself ; and hence the passage makes no mention what- 
ever of the effect produced on his familv — it gives not the least 
intimation that they were partakers, either o( hiB faith or of his 
jay. And yet it cannot be reasonably supposed but that some 
good effect was produced on the family by such a miracle, and 
by so remarkable an escape from suicide, and by such plain and 
pungent preaching, accompanied by the power of the Holy 
Ghost ; and it would have been natural to record this effect. 
Yea, it is manifest that the inspired historian intended to 
record it ; and the record is contained in the clause in ques- 
tion. There is nothing else which mentions it. But the above 
translation confines the import of it to the jailer himself and 
to the building which he occupied, and therefore nothing can 
be learnt therefrom as to the efiect produced on his family. It 
is evident, therefore, that this translation cannot be correct* 
But, panoiki being a contraction of two words, one of which sig- 
nifies a//, and the other the houses or family j is rightly rendered, 
'^ with all his house," whereby the effect produced on his fami- 
ly is related as well as on himself. - - 

Besides, it is palpably inconsistent to speak of this as a re- 
markable instance of the fulfilment of the promise which is 
supposed to be contained in Uie \brahanuck covenant re- 
specting children ; and yet confine the sense of the above term, 
as in the rendering which I am opposing, and consequently, the 
effect produced, to the jailer himself. 

If we admit, as we evidently must, that the clause in question 
is the true rendering of the Greek term, ^^ panoiki ^^^ and that 
it is a brief recital of the effect produced on the jailer's family, 
there is nothing gained to the cause of infant baptism by con- 
necting it with the word " rejoiced," and not with that of ^* be- 
lieving." It will still be manifest that the whole family were 
converted. In that case, it will read, that ^< believing, or hav- 
ing believed, in God, he rejoiced with all his house ;" which 
plainly imports that they believed and rejoiced too, or at least, 
that they were partakers of the same joy which he experienced, 
that resulted from faith and a view oi the pardoning mercy of 
God ; and that they must have accepted the offer of salvation 
as well as he. There is no intimation that he was filled with 
one kind of joy and they with another. Surely the cause must 
labour hard which requires the making of such a distinctian. 

Especially is it manifest that the family participated with him 
in the joy of faith, when he had been expressly told that they 
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should be saved on the same condition wfaicb was proposed ter 
him, viz. faith in Christ, and when all the family had been ia- 
structed with a view to their personal salvation, and had all been 
baptized in the name of the Lord Jesus. 

It is clear from these facts that the clause before us is intend- 
ed to describe the effect produced on the whole family, as welt 
as on himself; and it was the same effect. And whcdfaer we 
connect it as before observed with the word believing, or with 
the word rejoiced, it amounts to the same thing, to a full ftnd 
positive declaration that the whole family believed on Jesus. 
And that being the fact, they were undoubtedly baptized upon 
their own faith, and not upon his* 

Further: The phrases, << ail his houae,^' and <' all his," in* 
clpde his wifey provided he had one, together with his domes^ 
ticks and attendants generally, as well as his chtldren. And 
there is manifestly as much evidence that he had a wife as that 
be had children. Consequently, there is precisely the same 
evidence that she was baptized upon his account as that they 
were. If the household were baptized upon his faith, the in- 
ference is unavoidable that his wife stood upon the same foot* 
ing with the children and the servants, for she belonged to the 
household ; and so it is as much the duty of every man to offec 
his wife in baptism, as h» cfail^dten. He is bound, also, to o^ 
up aU bis servants, though they should equal the numberthat 
belonged to Abraham. There is no stopping short of these 
consequences, provided the argument for household baptism, 
from this instance, be allowed to have any force. The extent, 
therefore, to which it will carry us, shows of itself that it is un- 
sound. 

Again : If, as some pretend, there is a promise in this passage, 
that if the jailer would believe, his household should believe 
and be saved also, and if what transpired, (allowing Ae family 
to have been converted,) was a remarkable fulfilment of this 
gracious promise to the believing parent, it should be observed 
that it included his unfe and servants as well as his children. 
So that the promise in the Abrahamick covenant, which is sup* 
posed to be referred to by the apostle, secures the piety and sal- 
vation of a man's wife and servants as well as his children, upon 
his account, or as a consequence of his faith and keeping cove- 
nant with God. But this is carrying the blessing further than 
any one pretends-^fuither than any one can bring a shadow of 
proof, from the word of God, to support the sentiment. Yet 
the consequence is unavoidable. To restrict the promise of 
salvation to the children for the father's sake, when the wife 
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and servants belong as much to the family as the chUdreOy is 
olrviously unfair. 

But, in truth, whea Paul and Silas said, " believe on the 
!Lord Jesus Christ, and thou shah be saved, and thy house," 
there is no re^n to believe they meant that the faith and sal* 
vation of the family would certainly accompany his own faith, 
or faithfulness. But the plain and obvious meaning is, that if 
be would believe on Christ, he should himself be saved ; and 
if they would believe, they also should be saved, or that he 
should be saved on the condition stated, and that they should 
be saved on the same condition. As the angel told Cornelius, 
Tvhen directing him to send for Peter, that '^ he should tell him 
words whereby he and his house should be saved," so Paul and 
Silas told the jailer words whereby he and his house should be 
saved, provided they would heartily receive and confide in them. 
And this is all that the aforesaid promise imports. This must 
be plain to every candid observer. The family did accordingly 
believe for themselves, and were saved, as the word clearly as* 
serts. 
' That this was a family of converts who were baptized upon 
their own personal faith and profession, will be made still fur- 
ther evident by comparing the phrases, ^' and to all that were in 
his house ;" ^' he and all his ;" and, << believing in God with alt 
his house ;" with several other similar phrases, used elsewhere^ 
which evidently mean that the whole family spoken of believ- 
ed. It is said, John, v. 53, of the nobleman whose son> waS' 
cured by our Lord's simply saying at a distance from his house, 
'^ thy son liveth^" that ^' himself believed, and his whole house.'' 
Again ; it issaid. Acts, x. 2, of Cornelius, that he was << one that 
feared God with aU his house." And again ; it is said; Acts, xviii. 
8, in the account given of Paul's success in jMreachiog^at Co*- 
rinth, that '^ Crispus, the chief ruler of tbe^ synagogue, believed 
on the Lord with all hU house; and many of the Corinthians 
hearing, believed and were baptized." Now, will any dispute 
that, in each of these instances, the whole family believed and 
praised G^ ? How could the fact have been more clearly as- 
serted ? And in the last of the three it is not only clear that 
the whole family of Crispus believed, but that they were bapi* 
tized upon a personal profession, being included in the ^' many of 
the Corinthians?' that ^'hearing, believed and were baptized." 
It is presumed no one will question that this family was baptized 
upon their own account. It has never, I believe^ been brought 
as an instance of household baptism in the Pedc^aptist sense* 

If, therefore, it be receiv«d as a matter, of fact that these: 
whole families believed, because the record-, plainly declares it, 

6* 
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why should it be called in question that the jtiler's whole faxn* 
ily believed, when the fact is .as plainly assorted a» in either of 
tiie other cases? yea, asserted in the i^ery Mometerms? It is 
said of Crispns, that he believedin the Lordwithf.all kU house; 
and of the jfldler, that he '^ rejoiced, believing in God with all 
his Aotiae.'' The phraseology in both eases is the very same* 
The fact, then, of the conveision of the whole family, is as pos* 
itively asserted in the latter case as in the former.. If the words 
used, with regard to tbe jailer's family, do not imply that the 
whole of them believed, the same words used with regard to 
the family of Crispus, do not imply that the whole of them be- 
lieved. And if not, what other teems would have conveyed to 
us the knowledge of the fact, provided it had. been real ? Sure- 
ly, no other terms could have been more explicit and pontive. 
So that if we may take the liberty to contradict such testimo- 
ny as this, we might contradict, or evade, any other whatever. 
Upon this principle, there is no language but what may be con- 
strued, explained away, and evaded, to suit the fancies of men. 
0, the amazing influence of tradition and preiudice^ when so 
artless J so expHciti, and so uneqtdvocal a, record of the conver- ' 
sion of a whole family, in the same memorable night, and of 
their consequent baptism, upon their awn personal fdiih^ 
can be so twisted, shaped, and turned, as to be viewed 
as an appfitolick example of infant baptism ! How is it 
that men of apparent candour, knowledge, and piety, can 
be so attached to a preconceived opinion, as to overlook tbis 
plain and demonstrative evidence of the conversion of this 
entire family, andof their baptism on their own faith, and still 
produce tbis as an apostolick example of the baptism of infanta 
upon the faith of their parent, or head. It is truly surprising 
to see so many, in the face of all this light, still disposed to say 
that the jailer was the only one that believed, and that his &m- 
iiy were baptized upon his faith ! 

But leaving them to>answer ta their o?vn Master, I feel au« 
thorized and constrained to say that this instance does not afiford- 
the least countenance tp the practice of baptizing infants. It is 
a plain recital of the triumph of divine grace in rescuing a poor 
sinner from the very jaws of destruction, and in bringing him 
and his whole family^ in one blessed night, to embrace the Lord 
Jesus Christ by faith, and joyfully to enter his gospel kingdom 
by baptism*. And every man can see this for himselfi. Nor 
was it an unusual thing in that remarkable age, for whole fami- 
lies to repent and believe tiie gospel together, as tiie instances 
above cited will conclusively show^ 

If, tiierefore, after all which his been satd^ any will yet insist 
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that ibere is no eidience that the jailer's whole family believed 
and were baptised on a personal profession of £uth ; but that 
the family were baptized on his account^ we may well deapair 
of giving them couvieticHi.. 

The third and only remaining instance of the baptiam of a» 
household, which is oo the records of the New Testament, ia 
contained in I. Cor. i. 16 : ^' And I baptized also the household 
of Stephanas." 

The same course requisite to make out an example of infant 
baptism in either of the other cases, is requisite also in this ; 
otherwise it g^ves no support to the practice. But here, also, 
it cannot be proved that there were infiints in the housebold, imd 
that they were baptized on the faith of Stephanas. Even if 
there were infants in it, by taking Pedobaptist ground in anoth- 
er case, as already stated, I might fairly dispose of the argument 
for their baptism. 

But there is no necessity for resorting to any such method;, 
for the inspired apostle ^s given .us the character of this fami- 
ly as a family of believers in this very epistle, chap. xvi. 15. ^' I 
beseech you, brethren, ye know the house of Stephanas, that it 
is Ae fir^i fruits &i Aehtta, and that they have addicted them-' 
. selves to^tbe ministry of the saints." This >i so plain a deda^ 
ration that the' household were all believers, that Doctor Guise, 
a strong Pedobaptist, in his paraphrase on the New Testament, 
consents. to take it from the list of examples of infant baptism, 
and admits that this family <' weiie all adult believers, and so 
were baptized upon their own personal profession of faith m 
Christ." 

The Doctor undoubtedly states the fact as it is. For al- 
though the baptism of this family is < recorded in the first place 
without making any particular mention either of their feith, or 
of Stephanas' own ; yet their character is carefully given aftar- 
-wards. They were the first fruits, or converts, of Achaia. 
There is no doubt then, that they were baptized on their own 
faith. There is Jiot the least intimation that Stephanas first be- 
eame a convert, and had his family baptized up<Hi his account, 
and that, some titne afterward, they were converted, but the con- 
trary. The date of their conversion was the same as his :; they 
became first fruits in the same sense that he did. The scrip- 
tures no where speak of twi>Mndi of first iruits. The apostle 
could not have used more appropriate language to denote the 
conversion of the whole family, than that they were the j!rs^ 
firnti^ or ih^ first disciples, made in that" region, and that ttiey 
had given evidence of their sincerity by ministi^ring to the 
saints. 
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TTiesef then^ are the only instances recorded in the scriptures of 
the baptism of a whole household ; and the proof is full and clear 
in the two last, at least, that thej were families of believers ; 
and in the remaining instance, viz. that of Lydia's household , 
the proof falls very little short, if any, of being positiye. To 
say the least, there is decidedly the greatest probability, from 
the record itself, leaving out all other considerations, in. favour of 
their all being believers. So that although it. does not belong 
to me to prove that there were not infants in these iamilies, but 
that they consisted wholly of adult believers, but ta the Pedo- 
baptists to prove that there were infants in them, and that they 
were baptized an the faith of their respective heads ; yet I am 
able to furnish such proof, clearly and decidedly in two cases out 
of the three, and in the third it is nearly, if not quite, positive. 
At any rate, the greatest probability is in favour of this being 
a family of believers. So that it utterly fails of being an ex- 
ample of infant baptism. 

Even if I were not able to prove that there were no infants 
in these families, so long as the Pedobaptists cannot prove that 
there were, they are o| no advuitage to their cause. In that 
case, they furnish no proof either /or or agtnnst infant baptism. 
And hence the matter is left just where the commission and all . 
the other recorded examples, leave it, altogether in favour of be- 
lievers' baptism, and that only. 

I have now, therefore^ evinced the asserti<»i that the apostles 
practised the baptism of infants to be utterly unfounded. The 
three instances above examined furnish no evidenceof any 
such thing. And there are no other ; nor is there any thiog else 
which furnishes this evidence, as I shall still more fuUv make 
to appear. The scriptures evidently guard against any infer- 
ence being drawn from die facts and circumstances related, in 
favour of this practice. 
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CHAPTER IX. ^ 

7%e right of belieters ^y to baptism confirmed bjf the coMtitu- 

tion of the ApostoUck Churehen. 

It is abundantly evidept that the churches formed by the* 
Ajx>3tle8 were Bodeties of beUevers^ select companies eaUed out 
of the world by means of the gospel, through the accompanying 
power ef the Holy Ghost; and professing gospel obedience. 
Hence. the notion of infant-membership in the New Testament 
churchy is without foundation. The constitution of the piimi- 
tire churches forbids the idea of infants being dam tn tfie chvirchj 
or of their being admitted into it by baptism upon the faith of 
their parents. This would make them, at once, to consist of 
professed di^pks (snd acknowledged unbelievers ; whereas the 
8(^ptures represent them as a househoMof faUhr-sekcti^ompa'' 
nies of ChristianSj or brethren in Christ. - 

I have already shown that our Lord collected and baptized a 
company of disciples during his life, which was the origin of 
the New Testament church. 

There was a company of disciples, at least an hundrcfd and 
twenty, convened together at Jerusalem on the day oi pente- 
cost> to whom the three thousand were added on that day : and 
these three thousand were such as were awakened under 
Peter's sermon, and *' gladly received his word." They were 
converts, as all will allow ; such as appeared and professed to 
be cordial believers in Jesus as the Messiah. And those which 
were daily added to the church w^re '' such as should be sa- 
ved," or tke'savedj as the phraSse might have been rendered, de- 
noting that they were renewed persons, or at least, were so con- 
sidered. And there is no mention oi any other than believers 
being added. 

And thus things went on. We soon read that ^' many of 
them which heard the word believedj and the number of the 
men was about five thousand." Then we read of the '' mulH^ 
tude of ^em that believedy who were of one heart and of one 
soul." Then again, that ^^ believers were tbe more added to 
th^ Lord, multitudes both of men and women*" But no men- 
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tioD is mtde^ in all these accounts) of aoy infants b^ng added 
by baptism on their parents' account. 

The history continues the same through the wholes book of 
Acts. The Samaritan church consisted of those " whobeliey- 
ed Philip preaching the things concerning the kingdom of Grod, 
and the name of Jesus Christ," and who *' were bap|ized| both 
men and women." The first Gentile ehurc^ which was form- 
ed by Peter at Cesarea^ consisting of Cornelius and his house- 
hold and friends, were such as " received the Holy Ghost," 
'< spake with tODgues, and magnified Cro<^." The church at 
Antioch, which was at first composed of GrecianSfOT Hellenist 
Jews, i. e. of Jews who spoke the Greek language, consisted 
of siich as ^^ believed and turned unto the Lord/' They were 
such as were " added unto the Lord" — " disciples who were 
called Christians first in that place." So the word of God ex- 
pressly describes them. Aud there is no difierence in. the sub- 
sequent accounts of the formation of churches. There is not 
the least hint given of any being received but those who were 
reputed believers. 

And, in the epistles which were afterwards written to partic- 
ular churches, and some to the church at large, the same cha< 
racter is given of the members. They are described and ad- 
dressed as societies of believers, or renewed persons. For ex- 
ample, the inscription to the church of Rome is in these words :. 
^^ To all that be in Rome, beloved of God^ called to be sainis,^^ 
To the church at Corinth it is this : '' Unto the church of God 
which is at Corinth, to them that are scmcdfied in Christ Jesus, 
called to be saintSy with all that in every place call upon the 
name oj Jesus Christ our Lord, both theirs and ours*^^ To the 
Ephesians he writes thus : '^ To the saints which are at Ephe- 
sus, and the faithfid in Christ Jetius." And to the Phihppians 
thus : ^^ To all the saints which are at Philippi : I thank my 
God upon every remembrance of you — for your fellowship ia 
the gospel from the first day until now — being confident of this 
very thing that he which hath begun a good work in you will 
perform it until the day of Jesus Christ." St. Peter inscribes 
his first Epistle '^ to the strangers scattered throughout Pontus, 
Galatia, Capadocia, Asia, and Bvthinia, eJec/, according to the 
fore-knowledge of God the Father, through sanctification of 
the Spirit, and sprinkling of the blood of Jesus Christ." 

These inscriptions afford a correct sample of the manner in 
which all the primitive churches were addressed. They were ex- 
pressly written tO| and described as Christian societies^ not in the 
modern lax sense of the phrase, but in a peculiar and restricted 
sense^ as societies of persons professing to be the children and 
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^Ilowers of Christ. They were considered as commuiiities of 
reoe wed persons, or such as professed to be renewed, and to be 
subjeet to Christ. Hence apostates were described as ^^ false 
brethren, crept in unawares ;" or as persons who had fallen from 
their Christian profession, and were thereby manifested not 
to be of the company of the faithful, as they once appeared to 
be. 

■ There is not the least intimation of there having been ano- 
ther sort of members, viz. unconverted children and infants, 
who were admitted and baptised on their parents' account. 

The members of which these churches were composed, were 
full and complete members ; and if any did not adorn their pro- 
fession, and could not be reclaimed, they were to be cast out of 
the society of the faithful, as directed by Christ in the xviii. 
chapter of Matthew. 

It does not appear from any of these accounts, that the New 
Testament church was considered as a school, or nursery, for 
the unconverted children of believers ; but merely as a fold for 
the sheep of Christ. 

Children were, indeed, to be instructed, but not in the churchy 
till they became believ^rs^ 

It is true the Apostles, in their epistles, addressed both pa- 
rents and children, (whence the duty of all parents and chil- 
dren may be inferred,) but they addressed them as believers 
and as brethren and sisters in the Lord. There were believing 
parents and believing children in these chuiches, and their 
being connected in this manner did not annihilate their natural 
relations and duties. 

Indeed, if it could be shown that in some cases, these ad- 
dresses to parents and children include others besides belie- 
vers, no serious difficulty would be created ; for the main drift 
of these epistles would show that these churches were compo- 
sed of none but reputed saints. 

If the apostles, after addressing adult believers, or the pro- 
fessing part of the churches, bad addressed their children as 
baptised, and as a distinct portion of them, and urged upon 
them their baptismal obligations, as Pedobaptists are wont to 
do, it would have given some kupport to the practice of infant 
baptism. But there is nothing of this ; no, not even insomuch 
-as one of the epistles* 

Now, if it had been the constant practice of the apostles io 
baptize children and consider them members of the church, is 
it not wholly unaccountable, that not one appropriate address is 
made to them, as such. 
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Not only is there no address made in their ejHStles to the 
children of believers as members of the ehtuchy or as being 
within the pate of the church ; hot there is none made to tfaem 
as children in covenant with their parents though not charcb 
members, or as those to whom the covenant had a particular re* 
spect Their baptismal obligations are never urged on this 
ground. Had they been, it would have been an argument for 
their baptism. But nothing of this do we find. No sdch bap<- 
tismal obligations are urged. The only obligationsi founded on 
baptism, that are ever described and enforced, are those which 
pertained to adults^--to those who had ^< put on Christ," or pro- 
fessed the Christian faith. 

There is, therefore, nothing in the constitution of the apos- 
tolick churches which favours the baptism of infants ; but eve* 
ry thing to the contrary. The membership of infants, assuch^ 
was not known in these churches ; nor was there such a thing 
known as children being ih covenant with their believing pa* 
rent£i, except they were believers themselves. InfEint baptism 
being never based on either of these grounds; and there being 
so hint given of any such thing being practised at idl, and no 
distinct addresses being made to unconverted children as menk^ 
bers of it& chnxch, or as children in covenant, in all the epis- 
ttes and records of the New Testament, it is evident that the 
practice did not exist. 
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CHAPTER X. 

CmUatning an examinatioM of Maark^ x. 13— 16, Romania li. 

16^ 17y OMid L Corinthiami vii. 14. 

Mr object in this chapter, is to show that the principal select 
passages which are adduced in support of infant baptism, do 
not, when fairly construed, give it any countenance, but are 
perfectly consistent with the view which has been given of the 
apostolick commission and practice, and of the constitution of 
the primitive churches* 

I will. first examine Mark, ic. 13 — 16. " And they brought 
young children unto him, that he should touch them ; and his 
disciples rebuked those that brought them. But when Jesus 
saw it, he was much displeased, and said unto them, suffer the 
little children to come unto me, and forbid them not: for of 
such is the kingdom of Ood. Verily I say unto you, whosoe- 
ver shall not receive the kingdom of God as a little child, he 
shall not enter therein. And he took them up in his arms, put 
his hands on them, and blessed them." 

It will be observed that these children were not brought to 
Christ for baplismy but for his blessing : and there is no record 
made of his having baptized them^ or of his having ordered them 
to be baptized. 

Besides, if he had been in the practice of baptizing infants, 
and these little children had been brought to him to receive 
baptism, it is not at ail likely that the disciples would have re- 
buked those that brought them« Their forbidding them to be. 
brought to him, shows conclusively, that they had not been ac- 
customed to see infants baptized. 

Where, then, is the alleged proof from these words, in favour 
of this practice ? Is it found in the con^oission which Jesus 
manifested towards these children ? This would be equally an 
argument for the baptism of the children of the unbelieting Jews 
as for that of the believing,;, and for the baptism of all classes of 
sinners without regard to age or character-^ for they are all the 
objects of bis compassion. He even wept over impenitent Je- 
rusalem, << saying, how often would I have gathered thy chil- 
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dren as a hen gaAereth her brood under her wings, and ye 
would not.'' It will not do, therefore, to base the practice iipo& 
the compassion, tenderness, or kindness which he manifested 
towards these children : nor ought we to excite the sympathies 
jot parents to induce them to perform what he has not required 
at tneir hands. 

JDoes the alleged proof of infant baptism, then, lie in the de- 
claration, '* for of such is the kingdom of God ?" It must be 
here if any where. And hence the common argument is, that 
here is a recognition of the membership h( infants in the New 
Testament church, the same as in the old; and hence their 
right to baptism is considered as following of course. 

It will be obvious that none can «Tail themselves of this ar- 
gument except such as believe that infants are as fully members 
of the church now as formerly. 

But the «rg!ament from their church membership, if it proves 
any thing, proves too much, and hence ovet throws itself. For 
if it proves their right to baptism, it equally proves their right 
to the Lord's Supper. Infants, as members of the Jewish 
church, were admitted to the possooer as well as to ctretimctsiofi 
— ^vea, females were also admitted- to the forsier, whereas males 
only were admitted to the latter^ And it is universally allowed 
by Pedobaptisis that /Ae Lord^s Suppw has c<nne in ikeroomnf 
the passoverj B,s ttixlf %& bapfi9m'haM'in the r^om of circumcis^ 
ion* 

Therefore, if infants ^reto be baptized because they are 
members of the church, they must also be brought to the 
Lord's Supper upon the same- ground. The argument Is pre- 
cisely as strong in favour of the latter as in favour of the for-* 
mer. And diere is evidently no consistency in bringing^ them 
to the one ordinance and debarring them from the other^ when 
the very same principle which Jeads to the one leads ta the oth- 
er also. Yea^ the argument forinfant4:ommunion has addition^ 
al strength, inasmuch as females were admitted, to the passover 
because of their ehureh membership; vtrfaereas they were ex- 
cluded from circumcision. 

But only let this argument from the memb^shtp of infants 
in the church have its full latitude and effect, and let infants be 
hiought to the Lord's Su]^r as well as to baptism, and its in- 
conclusivenesa would at once be discerned by all enlightened 
evangelical Christians. The celebration of this ordinance in 
that case^ would •eease to be peculiarly the communion> of samls. 
It would be a fransaetion common to be^evera and acknow* 
ledged unbelievers* The principle that grace i8> a necessary 
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cpialificatioa for CMunaBi^n' at the Lord's table would kare to 
be given up. 

But the argument from the church membership of infaatB not 
tmly deaCroys itself by proving- too much— i. e; proving Ac right 
to* the Lord's Supper as well as to baptism ; but it is otherwise 
inconclusive. Their membership, if admitted to be as lull as 
it was originally in the Jewish church, would not, of itseU, de- 
termine their right to baptism. This is evident among various 
other considerations, from the fact that females were members 
of that church, and yet had no right to circumcision. Simple 
membershipj therefore, in the church, did not give this right. 
And if it did not give the right to circumcision, it will not give 
the right to baptism. 

If it be said that /ema/^» were formerly included in theiaa^, 
it might be said, with equal propriety, that children are now in- 
cluded in their parents ^ and hence nerd not be baptized any 
more than temales needed to be circumcised. 

if it be further said that the former seal was not (^Itca6fe to 
any but males, I might reply, diatnotwithstaiidiogthe diiflference 
of sex, temales might have had a mark in their fiesh as well as 
males ; or if simple memrbership in the church gave them a 
right to the seal of the covenant, some other seal might, and 
doubtless would have been adopted, which might have been, 
with the same propriety and convenience, applied to both sexes. 
it is evident, therefore, that the right to circumcision was not 
based upon mere membership in the church. But that which 
goice thts fight woe the eatprees order of Godj the iastituHan (c* 
ing pontive. > 

In. like manner, that which gives a right to baptism, is the 
expr£S8 order of God, Che institution being ^IsoposUiee. 

If, therefore, it could be ever so clearly proved that the in- 
fants of believers are members with their parents in the New 
Testament church, this would not, of itself, establish their 
right to baptism : yea, it would afford no valid argunient for 
tlus practice. We should need a ^' Thus saith the Lord," as 
in the other case. 

But in truth, there is so evidence from the passiige under 
consideration, nor from any other quarter, that the meinbership 
of infants is continued in the New Testament church ; but 
there is clear and abandant proof to the contrary, as we have 
already seen, and shall more fully see hereafter. 

When our Saviour said, ^ of such is the kingdom of Ood,'' 
he might have meant that the subjects of this kingdom 
are like little children in their temper and qualities. Accord- 
ingly he adds, '^ Verily I say unto you, whosoever shall not re- 
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ceivt the kingdom of God as a little child, be shall not enter 
therein." This exposition is adopted by many excelleiit di- 
vines. 

But our Lord, more probably, meant that the kingdom of God 
consists of Utile children as well as of adults ; i. e. some little 
children belong to it as well as some adults. The expression 
does not imply that all little children belong to it any more than 
all adults. It doesi not imply that all the little children of be- 
lieving Jews belonged to it any more than the general mass of 
adult Jews. 

It is manifest that the kingdom of 6'*d did not embosom the 
adult members of that nation promiscuously ^ or as a body; but 
select iTidividuals of them on/i/, wh> were called, by divine grace, 
out ot the world. The fact, therefore, that this kingdom con- 
sisted of little children as well as of adults, did not imply that 
it embosomed all little children, or even all the little children 
of believers. 

That grace then reigned in the hearts of some little childreQ> 
as well as of some adult'4, and* that it does now, there is ample 
reason to believe : for it is written, *' Out of the mouths or 
babes and sucklings thou hast perfected praise." As an emi- 
nent ful&lment of this passage, little children followed Jesus 
with the multitude, when he rode upon the ass into Jerusalem^ 
** crying, faosanna to the Son of David." 

For augbt appears, the children in question might have been 
of this description — young believers — such as could heartily 
and understandiiigly acknowledge iesus to be. their Saviour 
and Lord. Or, if they were not already converted, they might 
have been old enough to be instructed and brought to the 
knowledge of the truth. There i* nothing in the terms " littie 
children," which necessarily conveys the idea of mere tV 
fancy. 

Indeed, if they were mere babes, the passage may be easily 
explained without admitting the membership of infants in the 
gospel church. 

But the probability is that they were children of some size, 
like the little children which belong to the Sabbath schools in 
these days^'-old enoiigb to be benefited by instruction. The 
terms used may be very properly so applied and understood. 

The word. " e pw,"Vw)m which " ^a patrfto,'^ (little chil- 
dren,) is made in the aecusatiye case plural, is expressly ap- 
plied, Luke^ viii. 54, to the daughter of Jairas, who was about 
twelve years of age. It is there rendered ^' damsel ;" but the 
strict meaning of it is Httle chUd. It n a word frequently used 
to denote a little child. So that in the scripture sense of thi& 
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term a little child may be twelve yean of age* Sotn^ of those 
brought to Christ might hare heea as old as this dam&el. The 
^w'ord << brephous" isllso rendered " a childy^^ IL Tim. iii, 15| 
and applied to Timothy at an age sufficient to kno^ the holy 
scriptures; and therefore it is not restricted to a mere infOLnt as 
to age. Hence, when Luke calk the children that were 
brought to Christy chap, xviii. 15, <' ta brephe," (infants) they 
might, neveitheless; have been of a sufficient age to be instruct- 
ed and converted by means of the gospel. 

The English terms, infanta and Httle chikbrenf are used with a 

good deal of latitude, even to denote all in a state of minority. 

Therefore, for aught appears, as I said, these children might 

have been old enough to be instructed, and understandingly to 

«ay, ^' Hosaiiua to the son of David." 

Besides, the position in which our Lord is represented as re- 
ceiving them, shows that they were not mere babes. ^^ He took 
them up in his arms, put his hands on them, and blessed them." 
But if they were mere babes which were taken into his arms 
as we are wont to take auch children, it would not have been 
convenient^ as every one cui see, to^*' put his bands on them." 
Therefore no more is meant by hi^* ^^ taking them up in his 
arms," than receiving them be^een^ his knees and putting his 
arms affectionately around them; and thei^, placing his hands 
upon their beads, as J«cob>did.his upon the heads of the sons of 
Joseph, he blessed them ; which was the thing for which they 
were brought to him. This is a cireumstaiice which corrobo- 
rates the opinion that thby were children of sufficient age to be 
instructed. 

It might, therefore^ wit&the strictest propriety be said, << of 
suc^ is the kingdun of God," i. e. ^Hhe kingdom of God" con- 
sists of such Httle children as these as well as of aduks : e^- 
cially if they were- young believers already. Btit if they were 
not already, oomverted, tbey were capable of complying with the 
gospel ofkr^ and hence it wa» improper to fbiibid them to come 
to Christ. 

In either case^ those parents did well Jir bringing them to 
Jesus lor his blessing, in hope that he^ would instruct them and 
save them. 

It was very customary witi^tfo Jews^to bring^their children 
to persons of eminent gifts, learning and piety, to receive their 
benediction. The above transaction^ seems to have been in 
compliance with this custom. And their believing that Jesus 
was the Messiah, was an additional reason for bringing their 
ehildren to him to be blessed, 
li^ therefore, we understand by the kingdom of God, the 
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visible gospe) church, it might be truly said that ^' of sacb i^ 
this kingdom." Some are called in very early life, aud give 
credible evidence of piety. And children of the size above 
described are manifestly entitled to gospel instruction, at least 
with a view to their conversion. 

The phrase does not imply that all little children, not all the 
children of believers, belong to the kingdom of €k>d ; but, 
merely,. that some of them do. The kingdom of God consists 
of little children as well as of adults. This is all the passage 
affirms. And as it does'not include all odaltB^ neither does it 
all little ehildrtn, Matiy of thf-m grow up in habits of sin, and 
never, give any evidence of piety. 

But. the passage presents no particular difficulty, allowing 
these children to have been mere infants. For the kingdom of 
God.m^y be taken in its highest and most perfect sense to mean 
the kingdom of glory ; and it |8 unquestionably tr>tte that this 
consists of infants as well as of adults. Although mere infants 
cannot, exhibit that evidence of piety and make that confeesiom 
wliicb is required to enter the visible church, they may be 
sanctified and become meet, subjects of the invisible church. 
The mercy of God may. reach them as well as others. Yea, 
there is reason to hope that it does reach all who die in mere 
infancgj and that they are admitted info the world of glory. 

Nevertheless, nothing more is asserted in this passage, thao 
that some little children are of the kingdom, or belong to the 
kingdom of God. The words ^^ of such^^^ do not imply <^ all 
stu:iLV It may be said with reference to .adults, ^^ of such is 
ibe kingdom of God." But here every one can see the phrase* 
Joes not mean ^^ allsuch.'*^ This kingdom does, indeed, con- 
sis^t.at adults '. but not of o// adults — all are not heirs of glory. 
S«> it consists o( Gentiles as well as Jews, but not of allot eith- 
erm In like manner it consists of infants^ but not of all of them^ 
i. e. the words do not imply that it includes them all ; and the 
subsequent lives of many show that it does not, though it may 
include such as are taken away in their infancy. 

O&ttiie whole, therefore, there is no proof from this passage 
that infant membership is continued in the gospel church as it 
was tbrmerly in the Jewish church. None come in by births or 
by the iprofessioni^. their parents ^ but every man upon his oum 
faith ditd profession. 

But evei^if this passage did' contain proof of the continu- 
ance of infaot membership, the same as in the Jewish church, 
their baptism would not follow as avthing^of course^ as I have 
already shown. It would be required'thftt the will o(^ Christ 
should be expressed to that effect, whereas it is not. 
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Btit though the argument from the supposed membership of 
infants fails, it may jstill be plead that this passage contains 
special encouragement to bring little children to Christ, and 
hence, as a natural consequence, that they should be offered iu 
baptism. 

I would reply to this statement, that we undoubtedly have 
encouragement to bring our children to Christ for his blessing ; 
but this is no more a warrant to bring them to baptism than 
to the Lord*9 Supper, Will any pretend that this is a warrant 
for bringing children to the Lord's table upon their parents' 
faith ? They might as well do it as to infer their right to bap- 
tism. There is not a word abont baptism. These children 
were brought wholly for another purpose. Can we not bring 
Oui* children for a blessing^ without ofteriug them in baptism, 
which we are no where required to do ? It we could not briog^ 
them f6T a blessing without baptism, we could not bring them 
to be blessed butonce^ unless we would have baptism continual- 
ly repeated. But it is our duty }0 bring them daily to Christ 
that they may be blessed. This subject, therefore, has no con- 
nexion with- infant baptism. It fails, in every view of it, to au- 
thorize this practice. 

I will next examine Romans, xi. 16, 17. " For if the first 
,fruit be holy, the lump is also holy : and if the root be holy, soi 
/are the branches. And if some of the branches be broken off/ 
and thou, being a wild olive tree, wert graffed in among, 
them, and with them partakest of the root and fatness of the ol- 
ive tree." 

I here fteely admit that the oHvetree is intended t<v represent 
the churchy and that the Christian church is a continuation of 
iheAbrahamick; but at the same time I maintain that it is under 
anew cotenant doad constitution— uudet new taws and regulations y 
and that these are such as exclude all but believerSi or professed' 
believers ; so tbdit the unbelieving children of believers have no 
place in it. The church now may be essentially the same as 
formerly ; and y,et there may be a new arrangement with regard 
to membership. It may no longer be perpetuated by natural 
generation, but the members may allstand by faith. M Because 
of unbelief they were broken off, and thou standest by faith." 

Pedobaptists suppose that here is a relative or federal holiness 
attributed to the natural seed of believers, and that as a holy 
seed, they should be baptized* Also^ that tiie root and fatness 
of the olive tree mean the blessings and privileges of the Abra- 
hamick ehurch, from whidbi they infcir that believing Gentiles 
inherit the same privilegesioF their children which Abraham^ 
4id for his ; and consequeirtlXr, that these must include the right 
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ef applying to»them what is termed the new teal of the cb^e- 
ntnt, and of claimiog the frandaty prorided tfaef are faithful, 
that God will he their God^ 

As to the first partlcuUp^ I would observe, that although the 
uatioQ of Israel are in a sense called holy, it will appear, on eare- 
hl examination, that this is not the subject here treated of; and 
therefore the passage will give no countenance to the notion of 
a relative holiness now in the childrei^ of believers. 

The apostle* is>here speaking of a real holiness, both in the 
root and in the branches. He is describing the real heirs of 
promise— the spiritual braeL The argument runs thus : If the 
root be holy^ so are the^anc^s; i- e. if Abraham, who is here 
referred to as the rooty were a true beHei»er, and a pattern for all 
his children,, who, together with himself, are to inherit the bless* 
ing,. then they uuist be holy too ; they must have the same cAa- 
racter<> The lump is like the firH fndt. Hence the holiness 
spoken of in the branches, is a rea/holiness, Uie same as in th» 
toot and the first fruit. 

The seed embraced in the promise to Abraham, were not 
^ those of the circumcision only, but those who were also of 
the faith of Abraham." Something more than carnal descent 
was necessary to constitute them heirs of Abraham's blessing. 
To be '< Abraham's children," they ^< must do the works of^ 

Abraham." 

Rightly to understand, this passage, we must take into consi^- 
deration the whple scope of the apostle. He had been obviat- 
ing an objection, arising from God's having cast off the major 
part of the Jewish nation, notwithstanding his covenant with 
Abraham, respecting his posterity^ showing that merely be- 
cause the Jews were the descendants of that patriarch, they were 
not all children in the sense of the promise. God's promi»ng 
to be the God of Abraham's seed in their generations, did not 
imply that he would be the God of them a//, but. only of an 
elect seed. Hence it is said, << But in Isaac shall thy seed be 
called ;" i.e. as the apostlC/reasons, '^ they that mq Hie children^ 
of the fleshy these are not the children of Gody but the children 
of the promise are counted for the seed.'*'* ^^ The children of the 
promise'*'* are the piousy which God would call in the succes* 
sive generations of his posterity, the Isaacs which he would 
multiply to an indefinite extent. And these were always the 
objects of his love and care* 

Therefore he had not cast away his true people, although even 
a majority of the Jews were rejected. *' God hath not cast' 
away his people which *he/ore&net^," says the aftostle, << for h 
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« 

also am Israelite," &c. ^^ TTie election hath obtained it, and 
the rest were blinded." 

This interpretation of the promise solves every difficulty re- 
specting God's dealings with that people. And the view which 
is here given of the case is only further illustrated and extend* 
ed in the passage under examination. 

The 16th verse should be taken in connexion with the 7th;. 
for what comes between, is rather a digression, though it 
pertains, in some degree, to the main subject treated of. The 
argument then will be this, viz. '* The election hath obtained 
it, and the rest were blinded." The heirs of promise were ex- 
pressly designed to be a holy people : 6od said he would ^^ mul- 
tiply Abraham,^^ i. e; literally And spm4ually ; tbe latter was the 
highest and most important seose ; i. e. he engaged that he would 
multiply persons of his character as the stars of heaven. 
Hence for any to be included in the promise as heim of the same 
blessing with him, they must have the same character^^they 
must likewise be holy-— not federally or relatively huly, b.ut re- 
ally iioly. " For if the first fruit be holy,^^ i. e. if Abraham, 
Isaac, and Jacob, were truly holy nunj ^' the lump is also holy ;'*'* 
i. e. the whole body of the 56i[c^ included iu the promise, is holy 
top, and that in the same seme ; as the whole lump of doughy or 
the whole harvest waa/ioi^ in the same sense that the first fruit 
was. ' 

Again : And if the roo^ be holy, i. e. if Abraham the father 
( of the Jewish nation be holy, so are the branches, viz. the 
branches included in the promise — the seed that should be called 
and blessed with faithful Abraham.' it was manifestly intend- 
ed that the ^ame holiness should descend from generation to ge-> 
neration to give a right to the promise. " Abraham's children." 
must, and "would do the works of Abraham." '' If the rci©^ 
be holy, so are the branches, viz. the approved branches— i\\e, 
real heirs ; lor they were not all Israel which were of Israel ; 
neither because they were the seed of Abraham were they-«/i 
children.'^'* , 

The apostle adds: ^< And if some of the branches be firo- 
ken ojf." " The branches,'^'* in this clause, mean not ih^ holy 
branches, but the mere ^^ natural tranches^^ — those that "were 
of the circumcision on/y." 

The olive tree, previous to this breaking off of some of the 
branches, included the nation^ all ef the posterity of Abra- 
ham in the line of Isaac and' Jacob. God, then, separated one 
whole nation in distinction from all other nations, to be his peo-- 
pie, and thus connected chutch and state together ; so that chiC^ 
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dren were tjien fiow in the eft«r€ft»,beaaiue*tbey. trere (om q^ 
the nation which (vod had thus separated to be lusp^ople.^ 

But he has now placed the Jtaiw clajf ch uj»der . a new eove- 
naqt or constitutioQ, whereby the sonnipartis retained, u e. 
the beheversy and the residue is cut off of r^e^Ped. The chjarch 
is no longer perpetuated by natural deticenty of in a national car 
pacify 9,^ before, but consists of select indipHuals that are. from 
of the Spirity or of such aspinp/'es^ and aj)peart9.h^ bom of the 

Spirit. 

Hence the branches that are said to be bfokeaoff, are the 
mere " no/ttf a/ ^ranc^w"^" children accmding.to the fUsh.^ 

This con^itruetion does, iadeed, make: the apostle . speak of 
two sorts of branches in these two verses* *But it is evidently 
as proper to understand hiorto speak of two sorts of branches 
in these connected verses, as^to understand him .to speak of ttoo 
kinds of holiness in> a single verse, viz. the 16th,, as the Pedo- 
baptist interpretation^ maintains* viz. a rea/ holiness and ^fed-^ 
era/ holiness. For there were " children of the stock oi Abra- 
ham, who were not of his faith; Siud such were broken off; 
while the restj the believers j remained ; and apith those that re- 
mained, believing Gentiles were graffed m. The church, or the* 
olive tree*, under the new constitution, is composed of belie- 
ying Jews and Gentiles, and of no other. It being no longer 
national in its character, infants are no longer members by birtb; 
nor are they considered, /e(iera%, aholyse^d. But the church 
h a select company^ called out of the world 

S(me of the branches were ^r^U^ offy and some remained. 
Now the question is, who remained, The.Pedobaptists say, be- 
lievers and their infant children. But where is the proof of 
this ? It is, surely, not contained, in this chapter ; but the 
contrary is manifestly implied. The words ^' because of Dnbe*- 
lief they were broken off," show thftt all.unbelievers, whether 
old or young, were broken off, and that none but believers 
were retained. And all mankind are divided into these tmo 
classes. Although mere infants cannot be said openly to reject 
the gospel, they are depraved by nature, aud cannot be reckon- 
ed among the friends of Christ \ but .must be included in the 
class of unbelievers. No one can consistently say they are in- 
cluded among believers^ and that they '^ starhd byfaith.^^ 

I do not deny that some of the;n have the principle of faith, 
or that they are born, of the Spirit, ^d sanctified, as it were, 
from the womb. And, conjsequently, should they die in in- 
fancy, they are prepared. to join 4he blood^washed throng in 
heaven. 
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Still they are not 5orn into the w&rld itith the principle of 
Jaiih ; otherTvbe the j would not need to be horn agoih, 

T^heTefore ymereli) as infaniSy or by virtue of their being bom 
of pious poxentSy' they ore not members of the household of faith. 
ConsequentlyV ^^y <^A>^^^^ he considered as standing by bitih^ 
in the good olive^ seeing that all who lemain therein stand by 
faith* 

It is evident tihat, although some infants are sanctified in that 
early age, (and perhaps all who die before they come to years 
of understanding,) multitudes are not sanctified, but grow up 
in sin and unbelief. Therefoc'e it would be highly absurd to 
consider infants in common^ or even the infants of believersj as 
renewed un'to holiness. And even those who are renewed 
cannot give evidence thereof, nor can they undeistandingly en- 
joy any ichurch privilege. It is not our province to judge the 
heart* and hence die incapacity of infants to give a reason of 
the Christian's hope, forbids their being received as disciples and 
baptized. So far as the rule for baptism and church feUowi^ip 
is respected, they must be con&idered in unbelief. They ac- 
tually are in unbelief unless born of the Spirit: and such of 
them as may be born of the Spirit, cannot give us the evidence 
thereof; and so we have no rule that reaches their case ; but 
must leave them to the disposal of God. 

The cutting off of the branches, so far as the invisible church 
i^ respected, includes all who are unrenewed, of every age : 
and as thie visible chwrch \s respected, it includes all who are 
not visibly and professedly renewed. Some may belong to the 
former who do not belong td the latter; and some may belong 
to the latter whoido not belong to the former. The rule by 
which we are to act will neither bring into the visible church 
of God every true saint, nor exclude every one that is not a 
true saint.; The visible churchy like the invisible, is a select 
> society^ and there are certain qualifications necessary in those 
that are received ; but these qualifications may be apparently, 
yet not really possessed; and so the church be deceived with 
regard' to some of her members. 

It is no argument that the infants of believers should be reck- 
oned with the household of faith, and baptized, on the ground 
that some of them may be born of the Spirit ; becaiuse if ad- 
mitted^ it would be equally in favour of the baptism of the in- 
fants of unbelievers ; for doubQess some of them are born of the 
Spirit too. And certainly the former are no more capable of 
manifesting axenewal than the latter. * 

Besides^ if we were to say that the seed of believers are to 
be considered riia% fioly till they man^est the contrary by their . 
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conduct, and so base their nnion to the olive tree and their bap- 
tism OB this groand, the argument could not apply in favouir of 
household baptmn^ because it frequently happens that a house- 
hold contains children who are old enough to be ranked deci- 
dedly with unbelievers. And such are often baptized, too^ up- 
on the faith of parents. Here is an evident inconsistency : 
for these children most clearly belong to the class of unbeliev- 
ers who are cut off. 

To remedy the whole difficulty, will it be said that the faith 
by which the children stand is merely the faith of the parents, 
and that the farmer are acknowledged to be unbelievers ? 

In reply to this i would remark, that in no part of the account 
given of the good olive is it said that parents stand by faith to^ 
gether with their unbelieving children ; but the privilege is limit- 
ed to actual believers. " And thou standest by faith*'*'* 

But it will be further plead that the apostle speaks of the be- 
lieving Gentiles partaking of '^ the root and fatness of the olive 
tree, by which must be meant the blessings and privileges of 
the Abrahamick church, and consequently, as circumcision 
was formerly applied to infants as a token of these blessings, so 
baptism should be applied to them now. 

This argument implies that baptism is a substitute for circum- 
cision, which is not the case, as I have already shown. Be- 
sides, it implies that females were circumcised as well as males, 
which was not the case. It also implies that the children of 
-Jewish believers were continued in the gospel church, which 
is taking for granted the very thing in dispute. If those chil- 
dren were not considered as belonging to the good olive after the 
breaking off before mentioned, as I have shown, then the root 
and fatness of the tree, of which believing Gentiles partake, in 
common with believing Jews, must mean something which both 
inherit Jor themselves^ and not for their childrenj viz. justifica- 
tion by faith and eternal life. " So then," says the apostle Paul, 
in another place, ^^ they that are of faith are blessed with faith- 
ful Abraham." 

I know we meet with the following words in the Abrahamick 
covenant, viz. " To be a God unto thee and to thy seed af- 
ter thee." But the seed here is not restricted to his immediate 
children, as the argument for infant baptism implies; but em- 
braces his remote posterity also : therefore, if the promise ap- 
plies to each believing parent in the same sense that it did to 
him, and baptism is to be administered to his seed on the same 
principle that circumcision was to Abraham's, then not only his 
immediate children^ but his grand children and great gtand chiU 
dreny yea, all his succeeding posterity^ must foe baptized on his 
Bopount, or by virtue of God's covenant with him. And con* 
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sequent^ the church would become completelj national. It 
is Tcry manifest that the right of circumcision to Abraham's 
k seed, however remote, was based not upon the faith of 8itcce$Hve 
^ parentSj but upon their descent from himy and Ood*8 ordxt that 
they should be circumcised in their generations. Therefore, 
there would be no authority for requiring faith of each succei- 
sive parent in the line, in order to the baptism of his children, 
but the right of all would follow from the faith of the first. 
Certainly, the seed included with Abraham embraced his re- 
mote as well as immediate children ; although all of each gene- 
ration were not heirs of his blessing ; but only such as the co* 
Tenant should be established with, or such as should be effect- 
ually called. Yet all the natural seed were to be circumoised. 
Hence it will be seen, that if we insist that the covenant is es- 
tablished with each believing parent in the same sense that it 
was with him, and hence infer the duty of infant baptism, the 
right to baptism belongs as much to his remote posterity as to 
his immediate. And if this extent of the ri^t is not maintain- 
ed, the argument is lost ; and Abraham's case must be confess- 
ed to be peculiar, as it truly was. 

It is abundantly manifest that parents in common do not 
stand in the same relation to this covenant that Abraham did — 
not even Jewish parents. God has not made such a promise to 
each believer^ respecting his seed after him in their successive 
generations as he did to that patriarch. His was a peculiar 
case. He vras the honoured father of the Jewish no/ton, which 
God, by a free and sovereign act, separated from all other na« 
tions. God promised not only that he would give him a nume- 
rous natural posterity, but also a numerous spiritual posterity 
from among them, and also from the Gentiles. And io this seed, 
which he would call, by his grace, in their successive genera- 
tions, he promised to be a God. This, therefore, gives a very 
different view of the case from that which is presented by Urn' 
iting the term seed, to his immediate offspring ; and fully evinces 
that he stood in a peculiar relation to the covenant made with 
him, and that ordinary parents were not to be thus distinguish' 
ed* Others are not fathers of the faithful in the sense that be 
was. But all believers, first among the Jews, and then 
among the Gentiles, are tht seed of Abraham, to whom the 
prcMHise was made, and is sure. Thus, as the apostle asserts, 
<< he was the father of circumcision to them wno are not of 
the circumcision only, but who also walk in the steps of that 
faith which he had, being yet uncircumcised." He was also the 
father of ail thetn that beHeve, though they be not circumcis- 
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ed, inasmiicfa as he was the progenitor of Christy and a consti- 
tuted pattern of justifying faith. 

But notice here, particularly, that he was not '^ the father of 
drcumcUioa*^ to Gentile believers, as some very improperly 
state, and hence groimd an argument for infant baptism/ The 
Bible says uo such thing, as every one, on careful exami* 
nation, will see* He was simply " the father of all them that 
believe though they be not circumcised.^' And this he was in 
the two respects above named. 

It cannot be made out that each succeeding believing parent 
takes exactly the place of Abraham, or, in all important re- 
spects ; and that he is an heir to all respecting his seed which 
was promised to Abraham respecting his. God does indeed 
promise to each believer the blessing of a free justification 
through faith in Christ, ,and engages to be his (»od ; and to 
^oy this, is what is intended by partaking of the root and 
fatness of the olive tree. * 

God did undoubtedly promise blessings both temporal and 
spiritual in .this covenant, to Abraham and his seed indefinitely ^ 
not only of the ^s/ generation, but of the tenth and the /orlzelA, 
and beyond. He also promised the blessings of salvation to 
the Gentiles indefinitely, to the end of the world. 

But it will not hence follow, that each believer steps into 
Abraham 's shoes. Isaac and Jacob did, indeed, partly stand in 
the same relation to their posterity that Abraham did ; yet there 
was a difference in some respects in their casea. Every thing 
was not promised to them that was promised to him. And as to 
ordinary believers, there is a vast difference between their 
standing and that of Abraham's. They are not Abraham, nor 
a succession of Abrahams. Instead of being r^e fathers of the 
faithful, they are the seed of faithful Abraham. They are all 
included in the term seed^ and therefore cannot stand in rela- 
tion to the covenant as fathers* Abraham and his seed include 
the whole. ^< For if ye be Chrisfs^^ says Paul, " then are ye 
Ahri!Ji,am^s seedy and heks according to the promise," viz. the 
following : ^' lu thy seed shall all the families of the earth be 
Messed." Christ was the seed of Abraham, and hence, if we 
.ace the children of Christ, we are the seed of Abraham, and 
theirs of the same justifying righteou^ess. To be freely justi- 
fied Jby faith, is to be heirs according to the promise, or to par- 
takecf the root and fatness of the olive tree. 

It .cannot be the meaning of the covenant made with Abra* 
ham that all believers AqiAA partake of every thing ^lomistd to 
him ; for it is certain that they were not all to be the natural 
progenitors of Christ — that they vvere not all to have a nume- 
rous posterity, and that kings were not to come out of them all 
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—that they were sot all to he the fathers of many nations, and 
that Gentile believers were not to hare the land of Canaan for 
their inheritance ; but these blessings were rif engaged to him. 
Therefore, partaking of the root and fatness of the olive tree, 
means something short of enjoying all those things which were 
promised to Abraham. It is restricted to that great blessing of 
justification and salvation by faith in Jesus Christ* 

There will doubtless be a seed bom to Christ, and conse- 
quently to Abraham, in the successive generations of Gentiles 
as well a^ Jews ; and so the covenant made with him will be 
in operation to the end of the world, and be, in fact, what it was 
termed, an everlasting covenant. 

But while Abraham thus becomes " the father of many na- 
tions," or " the heir of the world," by means of believers of 
a.11 nitions being justified and blessed in his seedj i. e. in (^hrist 
Jesus, it is evident that there were certain blessings promised 
to him and his natural posterity, in this covenant, which do not 
belong to the Gentiles, (though the Gentiles may enjoy others 
of equal amount,) and hence the covenant, as a whoie^ and cir- 
cumcision as its appointed token, were peculiar to the nation of 
Israel. 

Circumcision, as I have before conclusively shown, was ne-^ 
ver intended fbr the Oentiksy in their separate national cap^ity, 
nor has it ever been abolished to the Jews. Some of the pe* 
culiar blessings contained in this covenant, are yet to be further 
fulfilled to the natural seed of Abraham, and hence they are 
bound to continue the use of its seal. And they will,undoubt« 
edly, conti^nue a separate people, that God may abundantly ful- 
fil what he promised and sealed to that patriarch. 

But let not us Gentiles complain, neither let us boast. God's 
peculiar goodness to Abraham's seed formerly^ and his intended 
goodness to them hereafter^ ought not to excite our envy or our 
murmurs : for he has a right to do what he will with his own. 
Besides, although our lot, in certain respects, is plainly to be 
distinguished from theirs, be hath dealt bountifully with us also, 
in respect both of spiritual and temporal blessings. 

As the work of grace was mainly carried on formerly^ for 
many centuries, among the Jews, and they were first favour- 
ed with the light of the gospel ; so it has latterly been mainly 
carried on, for centuries, among the Gentiles. << Blindness in 
part, has happened to Israel, until the fulness of the Gentiles be 
come in.'\ 

Moreover, we have a goodly portion of the earth, and abun- 
dant supplies of temporal good things, although the Lord^has not 
given us the land ^ Canaan. And in respect of spiritual pri- 



68 CHRISTIAN BAPTISM. 

vileges;^ we stand on ^ level with the Jews. Tea, our spiritual 
privileges, at present, are much greater than theirs, though it is 
their own unbelief which excludes them. The gospel consti- 
tution was designed, in this respect, to bring both on a level. 
^' Seeing it is one God which justifiieth the circumcision by 
faith, and the uncircumoision through faith." The Jew is not re-* 
commended to God by his circumcmony nor the Gentile by hi^ 
uncircumdsion ; nor is either hindered from coming to him by 
his peculiar lineal descent or local condition. All are naturally 
guilty before God, and must be justified by faith. Ail need the 
new birth to enter the kingdom of heaven. '^ For in Christ 
Jesus neither circumcision availeth any thing, nor uncircum- 
cision ; but a new creature." And ^ faith, which worketh by 
love," is the only thing which justifies through the righteous- 
ness of our Lord Jesus Christ. '^ Where is boasting then ? 
It is excluded. By what law ?— of works ? Nay, but by 
the law of faith." 

Here, then, we have a fair and full statement of what is 
meant by " the root and fatness of the olive tree," and by be- 
ing " heirs according to the promise." 

The promise of God is not to each believer and his seed af- 
ter him, in their successive generations, in the same extensive 
and peculiar sense that it was to Abraham and his. For it must 
be '^always carefully understood that the promise to him respect- 
ing his seed was not limited to his immediate children, as the ar- 
gument herefrom for infant baptism implies ; but extended to 
his remote posterity ; and hence it was the order of God that the 
whole should be circumcised. The natiofn. was, in God's own 
time and way, to inherit the land of Canaan, and some in each 
successive generation were to be called by grace, and so a seed 
like Abraham be preserved, which ultimately should be as nu- 
merous as the stars of heaven, or as the sand upon the seashore. 

Now, to pretend that God promises all this to ordinary belie- 
vers, and that each believing parent stands in the same relation 
to that covenant which Abraham did, is to maintain what there 
is no foundation for* The argument from the covenant made 
vrith him, if it proves any thing, proves too much — ^^vastly too 
much ; and therefore, according to an acknowledged rule of 
logick, proves nothing. 

It not only implies what is hot true of other believers, and 
what will not be pretended to belong to them, but it proves, so far 
as it can be brought to bear at all upon the case, that all of a 
man's posterity should be baptized upon his faith, however re- 
mote; yea, that the Gentiles should be nationally baptized j as 
the Jews were nationally circumcised. So. that we should have 
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natioDftl cborcbes at once, enclosing, by their very constitotioOy 
'^ vast multitudes of unbelievers; and there would be no longer 
any distinetion between the church and the world. 

The extent, therefore, to which this argument will carry na, 
- shows its inconclosiveness. 

On the whole, it is perfectly plain that Abraham's case was a 
peculiar one in various respects ; and that God made a peculiar 
covenant with him. And instead of claiming to stand in his 
shoes, and of applying to ourselves and our seed all' that was 
promised to him and his, we ought to be satisfied' with hav- 
ing a place among the bpiiitual seed, and' with being heirs, 
through faith, of the same justification, adoption, and sanctifi- 
cation, and of the same eternal glory which will be awarded to 
them, and with the opportunity afibrded for our children to 
hear the same gospel, believe and be saved^ and with the gene- 
ral encouragement which attends the use of means and the ef« 
fectual fervent prayer of the righteous.. The great and essential 
blessing, which all sinners need, is common to Jewt and Gentiles ; 
and to enjoy this is to be blessed with fcut^iful Abrafiam, or to 
inherit what is called, in another place ^^ the fulness of the bless-^ 
ing of the gospel of Christ. ^^ 

1 will now examine I. Corinthians, vii. 14. <' For the unbe^ 
lieving husband is sanctified by the wife, and the unbelieving 
wife is sanctified by the husband :- eke were your children un* 
clean ; but now are they holy." 

Pedobaptists do not suppose that a real holiness is here attribu- 
ted to the children of the believing parent ; but a relative or 
federal hdiness, which sort of holiness, to say the least^ is very 
difficult to be described. 

But whatever it be, it belongs as much to the unbelieving pa^ 
rent as to the children. For it is said that '^ the unbelieving 
husband is sanctified by the wife, and the unbelieving wife 19^ 
sanctified by the husband." And to be ^^ sanctified'*'* is to.^e 
inade holy. Here, therefore, is a holiness positively asciibedto 
the unbelieving parent as well as to the children. Conse* 
quently, if the latter are to be baptized because- they are 
holy, the former must be baptized likewise, beeause he is 
sanctified. The argument is just as good $>rthe baptism of 
the unbelieving partner for the sake of the^ believing as for the 
baptism of the unbelieving children. The right of the children to 
this ordinance is based upon the holiness whieh is here attribut-- 
ed to them. Who, therefore, can avoid ^ seeii»g that the sancti- 
ficatkon attributed to the unbelieving parent gives him an equal 
right thereto ? 

It is argued that the children here are called holy, thought 

8^ 
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but cme of the pace&ts be a believer, in the same sense that the 
children of the Jews were^ and to illustrate the 8ubjc;ct, refer*- 
ence is had to Ezra, ix. 2 : '^ For they have taken of their 
daughters for themselves, and for their sons : so that the holy 
seed have mingled themselves with the people of those lands." 
But it will be readily seen that the terms, ''holy seed," 
are here applied to adults — to such as were capable of marriage 
— to fathers and sons together, which furnishes proof, among 
many other passages, that seed means po^^eri/^, and is here ap- 
plied to the posterity of Ahraham, including adults as well as in- 
fants. But while this passage does not meet the case, I admit 
that the natioUy including parents and children, is called a holy 
nation ; because God /had severed it from all others to be his 
|>eop]e, and had piomised to preserve a truly holy seed among 
it; and because ne had taken it, collectively, into covenant 
with him at Sinai, which covenant, being conditional and not 
absolute^ was made with all. the people^ both great and smalt, 
and was transmitted to generations then unborn. Such of the 
congregation as were capable of acting, promised to obey it, and 
the rest were bound by God's order to obey it when they became 
eapable. This, though founded, as well as the Abrahamick, 
on the covenant of grace, was distinct therefiom, as I shall have 
occasion hereafter more fully to show. 

That people, therefore, as a body, were called Ao/y, either 
because of their separation from other nations, or because of 
their having nationally entered into the covenant at Sinai, or 
because of God's having, always a remnant, at least, among 
them that were truly holy ; or for all these reasons together. 
And the children being a part of the ns^tion, were considered, 
in a sense, holy, together with their parents^ though they were, 
by nature, wholly depraved. 

But agreeably to the prediction of the prophets, Jeremiah 
and Zachariahf God has '' broken the covenant which he made 
with all the people," viz. the Sinai covenant, and introduced 
'' a new covenant," which is made with only a part of them*^ 
'' the remnant'*'*, which he has called, and will call by his grace. 
And together with the breaking of this covenant, the whole of 
the Mosaick ritual is disannulkdy and the partition wall be- 
t\ye^n Jews and Gentiles is broken down. Consequently 
the former relative national holiness of the Jews has ceased. 
No man is henceforth to be called common or unclean, as the 
Lord expressly showed in Peter'is vision of the " great sheet let 
down from heaven," enclosing '^ all manner of four footed beasts 
and creeping things, and fowla of the air." The notion that 
there is now zrelative^ or/ec?e^/holines&in the children of the< 
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believer^ is widiont fou&dation ; and hence the argument bailt ' 
thereon is lost. * 

The true sense of this passage appears to be the following, 
viz* laasjuuch as it was nnlawfal for the Jews to marry wives 
from among other nations, and as those who had done so were 
expressly required, after the return from the Babylonish captiv- 
ity, to put them away, together with the children that were 
born of them, aS being an illegal progeny ; this circumstance, 
probably, induced a doubt among the Corinthians, or some part 
of tbem, whether it were lawful for believers to continue in 
marriage with their heathenish companions ; and they had, pro- 
bably,, proposed this matter to Paul in a letter, as a case of 
conscience. Whereupon he decides, in case the unbeHeving 
partner chose to remain with the believing, that no separation 
ought to take place. The circumstance that one was a believer 
and the other not, did not, by any means, nullify the marriage 
covenant into which they had entered, or render it unlawful to 
continue it. The case, thpugh it might seem to resemble that 
mentioned by Ezra, was not to be disposed of as that was, see- 
ing the Gentiles were never under the ceremonial law, and see- 
ing that law was now abolished to the Jews themselves* And 
to make the case plain, and to render the lawfulness of the par- 
ties continuing to cohabit manifest, he says, ^' the unbelieving 
husband is sanctified by the wiie, and the unbelieving wife is 
sanctified by the husband ; else were your children unclean ; 
but now are they holy"— i. e the believing party's connexion 
with the unbelieving, was pure and lawful,, and consequently 
the children were clean^ whereas, if it were not lawful, they 
vrould be illegitimate. 

The unbeliever was sanctiOed to the use of the believer. 
As it is written, " to the pure, all things are pure ;" and " every 
creature of God is good, and nothing to be refused ; for it is 
sanctified by the word of God and prayer^" All those things 
which God hath created, and all those institutions which he 
hath appointed for man^s benefit, are lawful, pure, and sancti- 
fied to Christians. Among these institutions, marriage holds a 
conspicuous place. The unbelieving husband is sanctified by 
the wife, or is continued in the married state ivithout defilement 
or impropriety ; and oic^ versa. 

This sanctifieation rather relates to the continuance of the 
married relation under the circumstances stated, than to the 
formation of it in the first ptace. There is nothing said which 
implies that the marriage, at first, was illegal, and that people 
cannot be legally married unless at least one of the parties is a 
believer— nothing which iaq)lies tfiat the children of parents 
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who ftre both unbelievers are bastards^ The lawfolnesa of the 
connexion, at first, is plainly admitted ; noDody appears to bare 
questioned it. The doubt which arose related to the continu- 
ance of the marriage connexion after one of the parties became 
a believer, and the other remained a heathen ^ and the law- 
fulness of its continuance is what the apostle intends to assert. 
" Else," says he, or otherwise, " your children were unclean ;> 
but now are they holy." That is, if the continuance of mar- 
riage under such circumstances were not pure and lawful, youx 
children would be impure, or illegitimate : but, as the case 
actually is, th^y are pure and lawfully begotten. The connexion 
of the parents being pure, the children are pure of eourse. 
<< Marriage is honourable in all, and the bed undefiled ;" and 
this continues to be the case, though one of the parties has 
embraced the gospel, and the other continues in heathenism, or 
unbelief. 

The Greek word " agioi,^^ here evidently m^aos the opposite 
of unclean, i. e. clean Dr. M'Knight, in his critical exposition 
of the epistles, says that *' agios^^ primarily signifies^ '^ that 
which is clean, or free from defilement ;" and, as evidence of 
this, refers to Deut. xxiii. 11 : *' 'Jherefore shall thy camp be 
l)oly, that he see no unclean thing?^ And^' egiastaiy'^^ he says, 
means '^ cleansed from those defilements which render a thing 
unfit for sacred use," or, " fitted for a particular use." If these 
definitions are correct, (and no one will question that the doctor 
was a great scholar,) the above construction is perfectly fair 
and natural. The aposile does not mean that the children in 
question are saints ^ as some rendier '' agioi^'*^ or that they are 
holy in the sense that the children of God are, or that professing 
Christians are so denominated : but he uses the word in the 
primary sense, to denote ^< that which is clean, or free from 
defilement y*^ and meanS) merely, that the children are cvoilly 
clean; not spmou^, but bom of lawful marriagey according to 
God's holy ordinance^ The holiness thus attributed to the 
children, answers precisely to the sanctifieation attributed to the 
unbelieving partner ; and this can, certainly, mean no more 
than that he is sanctified to the use of the believing^or that the 
connexion in .marriage is pure and lawful. 

It should be particularly observed, that tha children are not 
said to be holy because the believing parent is sanctified ; but ^ 
because the unbelieving is. This circumstance decidedly favours 
the above interpretation. The sanctifieation of the unbeliever 
can be understood only in a civil, or legal sense. Consequently^ 
that holiness which flows from it, or is consequent upon it, can 
only be understood in the same sense, so that the passage in^^ 
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teiprets itself. It does not give the most distuit support to the 
practice of iofant baptism* 

Besides ; the argameiit from this passage for that practice 
may be overthrown oh another ground, viz. if it have anv 
force, it will prove alti^ther too much : for it would unavoid-^ 
ably lead to infiml commtmton. If the children of the believer 
are to be baptized becausei they are holy in tbe ecclesiastical 
sense — ^because they belong to the holy congregation of the 
Lord — they should also be brought to the Lord's supper, as the 
children of the Jews were to the passover. It is palpably in- 
consistent to baptize them upon the principle that they are 
holy^ and then reject them from the supper as unclean. It is 
easy to see that the argument, if it proves any thing, proves too 
much ; and therefore proves nothing. 

I have now examined the principal select passages employed 
on the side of Pedobaptism ; and there are no others of any 
material weight. When the arguments from these are fairly 
refuted, it would be unavailing to bring forward any others ; 
and I think I may confidently say, ihey are fairly refuted- 
This closes the examination of what is contained in the New 
Testament in relation to the subject. 

Hence, if we lay aside the prejudice of education, and sub- 
mit to the plam decis i on s of inspiration, we must ttdixut that 
the doctrine of infant baptism is not contained in any part of 
the New Testament records. There is neither precept nor ex- 
ample for it, nor any thing else which fairly and necessarily 
implies it* 

I have carefully examined the commission for baptism, the 
history of the institution, and the practice of the apostles ; the 
constitution of the primitive churcheis ; and all the select pas- 
sages which are of any material consequence in the case ; and I 
now deliberately and fearlessly assert, that there is no warrant 
for the practice any where to be found. 

Indeed, our Pedobaptist brethren are forced to confess that it 
is no where to be found expressly, or in so many words. But 
they infer it from certain statements and principles ; and even 
from the silence of the New Testament Scriptures upon the 
subject, strange as it may seem. 

But I have shown that we, not only, have no exj^icit war- 
rant for the practice, (the very warrant required in a positive 
institution,) but that there is no solid inferential proof in the 
New Testament in its favour. On the other hand, every thing 
is against it. The premises cannot be furnished from any part 
of the New Testament, from which the conclusion can be fair- 
ly and necessarily drawn that infants were, or should be bap^ 
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tized. 'The more this pftrt of the word of God k $eaTche«f 
with the temper which becomes Christians, the more appareut 
it will be that the ordinance of baptkm is Hmited to believers. 

I doubt not that many have believed and still believe the 
contrary, who are sincerely devoted to Christ. At the same 
time I must say, as a reasonable and dying man, that I do not 
believe that the Saviour or his apostles taught any such thing. 
No man can pot hi« finger upon the passage that teaches it. 

It would seem to me that enough has been said to convince 
every impartial inquirer that the gospel does not teach this 
doctrine. 

But if: it were true, is not the New Testament manifestly 
the place to look for it ? Where should we expect to find a 
New I'estament ordinance, but in the New Testament records? 
Where else should we expect to find instructions how to attend 
upon, and to whom to apply a New Testaou^nt institation — a 
positive lawy resting solely on the will of Jesus? Surely it 
must be obvious to every sober, enlightened mind, that this is 
the place to learn his pleasure upon the subject ; and yet we 
find nothing but 'a warrant to baptize believers. We must, 
therefore, conclude from this entire omission of the right of 
infants, that he did not intend the ordinance for them. For to 
infer a &fog to be^ our duty merely beeause tibe New Testa- 
ment is entirely silent about it, is the grossest inconsisteney. 
The principle would lead to very shocking conseqoenees. 

I know it will be said that the principle upon which this 
practicie rests was previously settled ; and, therefore^ no new 
instructions were needed ; and, hence, the nlenceof the Saviour 
and his apostles is rather an argument in its favour. 

Why do not our brethren argue thus in a similar case, viz : 
tfuit of $he hordes Supper^ and say the principle upon which 
infant communion rests was premously settled in the appoint* 
ment of the passover ; and, therefore, no new instructions were 
needed ; and, hence, that the entire silence of the New Testa- 
ment respecting their right to it, is rather an argument in sup* 
, port of it than against it. 

But, in this case, the defect of such reasoning would be 
easily seen. ' And if men would but open their eyes, it would 
be seen also tn the other case. 

But, as unnatural as it is, to leave the New Testament and 
repair to the Old to learn the nature and extent of a New 
Testament positive law, I intend to examine /fto^ also, with a 
view still further to bring out the truth, and to take up the 
stumbling blocks which men, and not the scriptures^ have 
thrown in the way. 
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But, before we enter upon the examination of that part of 
fte word of Gody let me exhort yon to ponder well on what has 
been already advanced. Give tlie arffaments their due weight. 
If it be a fact, as I have shown, that the New Testament does 
not teach the doctrine of infant baptisn), but simply the baptism 
of believeffs, let this tmth be reabzed, and let it have its due 
weight in relation to the whole subject, and no more. 

Here inquire, as sober, honest, reasonable men, whether such 
an important concern would have been altogether omitted in 
every part of the New Testament records, if it had been the 
pleasure of Christ that infants should be baptized. Inquire 
whether it be reasonable to maintain the doctrine, because God 
once made a peculiar covenant with Abraham and ordered that 
his males should be circumcised in their generations, when we 
are no where told that baptism has come in the place of circum- 
cision, or that circumcision was ever abolished to the natural 
seed of Abraham ; when the apostles were perfectly silent 
upon this subject, under circumstances which imperiously de- 
manded the disclosure of the fact that baptism had succeeded 
to circumcision, if it were indeed true, as when some were 
making powerful efforts to impose circumcision and the Mosa-* 
ick rites on the Gentiles, and the apostles and elders. vn& the 
whole church of Jerusalem, were convened to consider of the 
matter. Inquire whether it be reasonable to suppose, after all 
which Christ had said about the nature of the gospel kingdom, 
and the importance of adhering strictly to his instructions ; and 
after all the particularity which he observed in other matters, 
that he woum have left this concern entirely out, if it had been 
his pleasure that infants should be baptized* Judge whether 
this entire silence^ under all the circumstances, amounts to a 
%varrant for the baptism of infants, or whether it amounts to a 
plain prohibition. 

1 do not say these things to prejudice vou against any light 
^hich may yet be reflected upon the subject, but to prepare 
you to ju4ge of things as thejr are. 
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CHAPTER XI. 

Th4 Nature qf t^osUive hstituHonaVhttt toted and estnblkhedn 

The main argdm^t for the be^itism of infants being founded 
on the covenant which God made with Abraham, and professed- 
]y exhibiting no other kind of proof than that which is derived 
from inference and aoalogy, it becomes a question of very seri- 
ous importance, whether inferential proof is admissible in the 
case of a positive institution ; whether we are under the neces- 
sity, or are at liberty to infer our duty in regard to one positife 
institution, from the duty enjoined in another. 

This, then, is a proper place if^ examine tiie nature of posi- 
tive institutions. ' 

There is manifestly a material difference between moral pre-- 
cepts and those which are positive. A few testimonies from 
eminent Pedobaptist authors may be here pertinently introduc- 
ed. I shall insert them as they are quoted in Rev. Mr. Frey's 
Essays on Baptism. Bishop Butler says : ^' Moral precepts are 
precepts, the reason of which we see ; positive precepts are 
precepts, the reason of which we tlo not see^ Moral duties 
arise out ai the nature of the case itself, prior to external com- 
mand ; positive duties do not arise out of the nature of the case, 
but from external command ; nor would they be duties at all, 
were it not for such command, received from him whose crea- 
tures and subjects we are." 

President Edwards says : " Positive precepts are the greatest 
and most proper trial of our obedience ; because in them the 
mere authority and will of the legislator is the sole ground of the 
obligation^ and nothing in the nature of the things themselves ; 
and, therefore, they are the greatest trial of any person's respect 
to that authority and will." 

And Dr. Sherlock says : " What is matter of institution de* 
pends wholly upon the divine will and pleasure ; and though 
all men will grant that God and Christ have great reason for 
their institutions, yet it is not the reason^ but the authority which 
makes the institution. Though we do not understand the rea- 
sons of the institution, if we have the command we must obey -, 

9 



98 CHRISTIAN BAPTISM^ 

and though we could fancy a great many reasons why tbeiv 
should be such an institution, if no such institution appear} we 
lire free, and ought not to believe there is such an institution be- 
cause we think there are reasons assigned why it should be." 

The distinction noted by these authors between ntoral and 
positive precepts, is manifestly correct and important, it is plain 
to every observing mind. Therefore, from the very nature of 
positive institutions, the aforesaid questions must be answered 
in the negative. Inference and analogy, though allowed in the 
case of a moral duty, are not in the case of a positive law. For 
the very nature of a positive law implies that it is not based 
upon any previous fitness in the thing itself, but solely on the 
pleasure of the lawgiver. Hence this pleasure must be signi- 
fied in the law itself. And we have no right to supply any de- 
ficiency which we may think we discover^, by comparing it 
with a previous positive institution, and reasoning therefrom ; 
but we are expressly limited in our interpretation to the law 
itself. The very enactmera iUelfm\i&i contain the rule of duty. 

if his principle is the one which all Protestants proceed upon 
when contending with the Roman Catholicks, in regard to 
their peculiar rites and prerogatives. They very justly and for- 
cibly plead, that nothing short of ^< an explicit grant, a positive 
command, or a pUin example in the New Testament, can prove 
their divine origin. 

The Non-Conformists also proceed upon the same principle 
in their controversy with the Episcopalians in regard to the pe- 
culiar claims of their Bishops, and the peculiar usages of their 
church. They say, ^' produce your warrant for this, that, and 
the other, from our only rule of faith and practice — a divine pre- 
cepty or an apostoHck example^ relating to the point in dispute." 

Now, if this, ground, which is taken with Papists and £pis<« 
copalians, be correct and scriptural, it ought to be taken with 
Pedobaptists. Why should they, theniselves, take it in the 
other cases, and abandon it in this ? Surely, we have as good 
a right to demand a divine precept, or an apostolick example, 
for infant baptism, as Protestants in general, and Non-Con- 
formists in particular, have to demand the one or the other, of 
the Papists and Episcopalians, for their peculiar opinions and 
practices. We do but take the very ground occupied by them 
when we insist that the warrant for infant baptism, if it be a 
duty, must be contained in the institution for baptism, as deli- 
vered by Christ and his apostles, or in some plain apostolick 
example. In the controversy with the abovementioned orders, 
all can see the inconsistency and danger of reasoning by way 
oi inference and analogy in regard to the subject of positive in- 
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sCitutiong ; aiid yet the Pedobaptiats builds the whole super- 
structure of infant baptism upon this very kind of reasoning. 
They have confessedly nothing better. It is evident, there- 
fore, that they are inconsistent with themselves. 

In the one case, they unquestibnably reason correctly, but 
in the other incorrectly ; and here lies the inconsistency com- 
plained of* Let the principles adopted and acted upon in rela- 
tion to positive institutions in the abovementioned cases, be 
adopted and acted upop in this { and the plea that we have a 
divine warrant for infant baptism would be for ever abandon- 
ed. We should no longer be referred to the Abfahamick cove- 
Bant and circumcision for the due interpretation of our Saviour's 
command for Christian baptism, but be limited by the command 
itself, which, as I havq abundantly shown, contains merely a 
warrant for the baptism of believers. 

I might, therefore, justly set aside all which can be inferred 
from the Abrahamick covenant, and tne practice of circumcis- 
ion, or from any thing else pertaining to the Old Testament 
economy, as not being the kind of proof required in the pre- 
sent controversy ; baptism being a positive institution of the New 
Testament. 

And in drnog this, I should not only take good and reasona- 
ble ground in itself, but I should take the very ground which Pe- 
dobaptists themselves take in defending the Protestant princi- 
ples in general against the claims of Roman Catholicks, and the 
principles of Dissenters in particular against the claims of Epis- 
copalians. 

^uta» my object is to enlighten as far as possible, I will meet 
the aforesaid argument for iufknt baptism on other ground, i. e. 
I' shall show, that provided the kind of proof which is plead 
for and attempted to be introduced by Pedobaptists in relation 
to this controversy were admitted to be sufficient, it does not ex- 
ist. There are no premises^ or data^ contained in the Abraha- 
mick covenant, or in any part of the Old Testament scrip- 
tures, from which the right of infants to baptism Can be fairly 
and conclusively inferred, or be made out upon the strict princi- 
ples of analogy. 
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CHAPTER XII. 

The Ahrahamck catienantj though a gracioua covenanij or a dts- 

pensation of the covenant of graces yet shown to he (Ustinct 

from the covenant of grace itself 

« 

It is generally maintained by Pedobaptists, that tbe covenant 
wbich God made with Abraham, and ratified by circumcision, 
was the covenant of grace. But on careful examination, this 
notion will be found to be incorrect. 

It may be properly termed a covenant of grace,, or a dispen- 
sation of ^^ covenant of grace, but not the coveniint oi grace 
itself* , 

When, we speak properly of tfie covenant of grace^ we are 
restricted by the. phrase to one definite engagement or transaction^ 
containing the method of salvation by grace through a Media- 
tor in contradistinction to the covenant of. works. The definite 
article which is prefixed, limits tbe idea to one and the same co- 
venant. 

But when we speak of *a covenant of grace, we are referred 
to one gracious engagement, or stipulation, in distinction from 
certain other engagements equally founded in. grace. The in- 
definite article which is prefixed, implies that there are more co- 
venants of. grace than 09ie, or that God has entered into various 
distinct engagements with men in their fallen state, or with 
some portion of them, which engagements, from the very 
nature of the case, must be wholly of gjpace or unmerited fa* 

vour. 

And when we speak of a (fi^pen^a^ion- of the covenant of 
grace, the definite and proper meaning is a \ particular mode or 
method of dispensing the blessing; of that covenant. This 
manner of . expression also implies thial there are different modes 
of dispensing the blessings of thi^ covenant^ alt tending .to the 
same great and glorious result . 

These distinctions are of , high importance. 

If God has, in fact, entered into various distinct covenants of 
gcace with men, or that there have been various modes or way^ 
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of dispensing the blessings Qf (he covenant of grace adopted, 
it ought to be distinctly observed. All these covenants, or dis- 
pensations, are based upon the one prop^ cownant of grace ; 
yet they have distinctive characteristicks, and ought not to be 
confounded either with one another, or with that original 
covenant on which they are all based. 

It is upon the principle now stated that I call the covenant 
made with AbrahaQi a covenant of grace, or a dispensation of 
the covenant of grace ; but not the covenant of grace itself* If 
this distinction can be sustained, it will reflect gjreat light 
upon the present question — yea, it will be a key to the whole 
4iubject. 

While the Pedobaptists insist that the covenant of which cir« 
cumcision was the appointed token was the covenant of grace, 
the Baptists insist that it was not ; but merely a covenant of pro-^ 
perty — a tenoppral covenant, or a covenant of works. At the 
same time they^ admit that the covenant of grace was also made 
with AbrahaijQ, but hold that it was altogether distinct from 
the covenant of circumcision. Herein they manifestly err. 

For it is capable of the clearest proof, that God made but one 
covenant with that patriarch, although it was exhibited, more 
or less clearly, at difierent times, or by distinct parts ; and al- 
though it contained both temporal and spiritual blessings, which 
covenant was finally sealed or ratified by circumcision. 

Ciod indeed said, ^^ My covenant shall be in your flesh ;" 
yet it is evident that it was not a covenant by itself, but it was 
a token of the covenant. It could not be both the covenant and 
the token, because this would be making it a token of itself, 
i. e. a token of a token^ which would be perfect nonsense. 

Much, it is conceived, is lost to the cause of believers' bap- 
tism, by an attempt to make out that two distinct covenants 
w^e made with Abraham, and that circumcision was not a seal 
of what is termed the spiritual covenant, but only of what is 
termed t^e carnal or temporal ; because the notion is so evi- 
dently contrary to fact. 

Wbatei^er the transaction with Abraham implied, it is mani- 
fest that Gpd made but one covenant with him — that all the pro- 
rr -Htnises made at diiferent time's prior to the date of the transaction 
recorded in the xvii. chapter of Genesis, were then Condensed 
and put into the form of a covenant, and solemnly confirmed by 
the rit6 of circumcision. 

Nevertheless, we shall find, on examination, that this was 
neither a mere temporal or carnal covenant, or a covenant of 
works J nor the covenant of grace itself y but simply a peculiar gra^ 
ciouSi covenant founded on that covenant j or a mere dispensation} 
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of the coveQ^nt 6t g^ce, whleh might i^erwards be traried, and 
another dispensation, of oAer dispensations thereof, mi|^t ensue. 

To detettein« the jastness of this distinction, it will be ne- 
cessary to obtain a correct definition of the coTcnant of grace. 

The ideas of manj appear to be loose and indistinct upon this 
subject. They are accustomed to speak of the covenant of 
grace, as though it were one definite engagement^ and yet make 
it mean oite thing at cm timej abd another at another. This is 
evidently not a proper manner of treating the subject. 

We ought to fix upon some one definite transaction, engagie* 
ment, or promise, as being that covenant ; and then, when we 
talk of the covenant of grace, constantly refer thereto. 

Tlj^e covenant of grace wiJl be found, upon due examii^ation, 
to be the same as the coftenant af redemptiony of which Presi- 
dent Pwight gives, in his System of Theology, the following 
defiuitioD, viz, " God the Father entered into a covenant with 
Christ, in which he promised him, on condition that he should 
become a propitiation and intercessor for sinners, as a reward of 
his labours and sufferings, the future possession of a church, 
which, under his government, should be glorious and happy for 
ever." This definition, with one addition, viz. that the sub- 
jects respected in this covenant should become interested there- 
in by faith J is a very proper definition of the covenant of grace. 
Dr. Hopkins, in his System of Divinity, allows that ^Uhe cove- 
nant of grace, in the highest sense, is the same as the covenant 
of redemption," though he undertakes to distinguish it there- 
from, and to make out that it is made directly with men them- 
selves in time. This is plainly making it a different thing from 
itself which is absurd. Twd covenants cannot be the same, and 
yet distinct. Indeed two or more covenants may be similar in 
certain respects, but they cannot be different covenants at diffe- 
rent periods, or under different circumstances, and yet the same 
covenant. The covenants which God has made with men in 
their fallen state, are similar in certain respects to the covenant 
made with Christ before the foundation of the world, yet they 
are manifestly distinct: for one of the parties is distinct in 
the one case froni what it is in the other. To make a covenant 
with Christ respecting men, is obviously a different thing from, 
making one directly with men themselves. We cannot, there- 
fore, with consistency, make a distinction between the cove- 
nantee ^race and the covenant of redemption, and yet say that 
the former is the same as the latter in its highest sense. If the 
covenant of grace, in its highest sense, be tl^ same as the cove- 
nant of redemption, then we ought ever to consider it the same^ 
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and to regard the covenants made with us as only dispensations 
thereof, or as gracious covenants founded thereon. 

The Presbyterian Confession of Faith allows the sameness 
of the covenant of grace and the covenant of redemption) though, 
many Presbylerians distingpish between them. 

Now/it is evidently of. great ipportanc^e to. determine whe> * 
ther these covenants are the same or not ; for the one or the 
other must be the fact. They cannot be the same and yet dia^ 
tinct ; though they may be distinct^ and yet similar^ in certain 
respectSy but not in all. 

If these covenants be the same, then it will follow that the 
covenant of grace was not made with Abraham or with any other 
man, or with men colleetively, but with Christ as the Redeeoh- 
er and Representative of his eloct people in the ages of eterni* 
ty, and consisted in the promise of the Father to give him a 
seed from among men, which should in due time be effectually, 
called, justified. by faith, and glorified. The scriptures abun-- 
dandy teach that there was such a compact, or engagement, be- 
tween the Father and the Son, before the World began. And if 
this be the covenant of grace in the true and proper sense, thea 
the several promises which God has at different times m»de to 
men, or the different engagements which he has entered into 
with them, or any individual or body of them, are only dispen- 
sations of this covenant, or covenants of grace founded thereon^ , 
and tending to the same glorious end. It would not be proper. . 
to call either the covenant of grace, because by this appellation^ 
a different transaction is referred to^— one that took place before. - 
men existed* 

It is perfectly manifest that God has mad^ various covenants 
with men in their fallen state, or with some indwidual, or por^^ 
tion of them ; and these, from the very nature of. the case, UMist 
be gracious covenants, whether they contain temporal jor spirit- 
ual blessings, or both. He cannot treat favourably with sinners 
upon any other footing than that of grace. Yet Ihese all have 
distinctive marks , and are as^ capable of being distinguished 
from the coioenant of grace itself ^ as any one deed tohateoer. is . 
capaple of being distinguished from anQther. 

.Should w« disalbw the sameness or identity of the covenant 
of grace and the covenant of redemption, and say that the 
former was not made with Chiist, but yMLmen themselvci^ or 
with someindividmli ot portion of mankind^ we shall be in vol v* 
ed in difficulty in regard to fixing upon th^ proper inajtruiment and 
giving it %propeF dsfiidtion. 

If we say that the covenant of grace is the gensrai promise of 
salvation to mankind upon condition of faUh in Jesus Christy it, ^ 
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luay be objected that this promise contmos nothing in^tttelf ia 
secure tho^ existence of faidi and saltation, to any extent, and 
consequently, nothing to ensure the continuance of the church* 
Whereas the covenant of grace being the foundation of the 
(Ihurch, must natoially he supposed to contain effeoiuai ffQvi^ 
ion for her continuance and vUimate triumph, fiiit every one 
c^ see thAt a merely conditional promiseif or covenant^ does not 
contain this provision. 

Besides, so f$tr as any argument can be drawn from this view 
of the covenant ibr the baptism of the children of believers^ it is 
equally is favour of the baptism of the children of unbeUevers ; 
yea, of all clashes of sinners, whatever be thdr age or charac- 
ter ; for this condinonal promise is eqoally to them all. Christ 
hath tasted death for every man; and he that belie veth» and is 
baptizedshail be saved ; yea(, it is said, *^ Whosoever shall call 
^D the name of the Lord shall be sared ;" and <' whosoever 
tvill, let him come, and take of the water of life freely." It 
\rould be absurd to limit baptism^ as based upon this covenant, 
Qsnowexhibiied, to the children of believers, when the chil- 
dren of unbelievers, yea, all unbeh'everg wAaf soef ^ have the same 
conditional promige of salvation made to them. 

Many of those who consider the covenant of grace distinct 
from that of redemption, regard it as merely condiiionaL The 
proper definition of it, then, would be the promise of God .to > 
save sinners through faith in Chnst^ Here, therefore, is notify- 
ing peculiar to one class of children, or to one class of adult 
sinners. Whoever believes shall be saved. Hence the argu^ 
, Hient for infant baptism would be equally an argument for tiM^'s- 
criminate baptism. And for aught the covenant contains, sin- 
ners may, with one consent, reject the gospel, and the church 
run out. 

And, if we should extend the promise so as to make it ahso- 
lute as it respects the children of belie vers, or some of them, 
on conditien of parental faithfulness,- it will be seen that it does 
^ not secure this/atthfuhess^ and so the blessing nM^nol descend. 
Or if one parent is faithful^ and consequo»tly inherits the bless- 
ing for his immediate seed, they may not be fasthful in their 
turn, andso the succession of ptons men fnay be broken. Those 
who hold, that there is a promise to parents respecting their 
ehildreoy consider it a different thing to possess, faith so as to 
secure one's o^u salVatioB, from what it ia to maintain that 
failihialness towards ehildreB which will secure tibe transmis- 
sion of the blessing tolhem. So that the covenant, even as 
now construed ail4 eoctended, will not guaranty^ cofUinuedex'^ 
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istence of a seed of believers on earth. For this, upon this plan> 
we must look somewhere else than to the covenant of grace. 

If we reject this conditional view of the covenant of grace,, 
and say that it contains an abaoliUe promise that those whom it 
respects shall become believers and inherit salvation, maintain- 
ing, at the same time, that it is distinct from the covenant of 
redemption^ and made with men, or with some one, or more, of 
mankind; then, it may be asked, with whom was it made? 
and where shall we find, it in this simple form ? ' Was it first 
made with Abraham ? or didit esist before ? If it was not made 
before the engagement with. Abraham, then how were those 
saved that existed previously? They could not have been sav- 
ed by the covenant of grace, or by virtue of its provisions be- 
fore it existed' Besides, it is absurd to suppose the world con- 
tinued for about two thousand vears, as it must have done, on^ 
this supposition^, without any covenant of grace being entered^ 
into. 

If,, then, this covenant was made before the time* of^ Abra-^ 
ham^ (he question returns, toith whom ? Was it made with- 
Adamy or with him and Eve together, directly after the fall ?* 
Then it was manifestly a distinct thing from the covenant made* 
with Abraham, thit>ugh there was a similarity in one important 
respect. The promise to our first pajents is in these words, in* 
eluded in the sentence pronounced upon Satan : '^ And I will 
put enmity between thee and the woman ^ and between thy seed 
and her seedr k, shall bruise thy head, and thou shalt bruise 
his heel." Thia passage contains the promise of a Saviour, 
and an implied promise of a pious seed ; and the whole is put 
in an absolute form ; but it does not determioe from what 
branch of Adam's- family this Saviour should come, nor in what 
particular line the pious seed should be called. And the cove- 
nant as here made contains^but these two items. 

But on examination, the covenant with Abraham will be 
found to contain several additional articles and peculiarities. 
This is recorded Genesis, xvii. 1 — 14. '^ And when Abram 
was 4iinety years old and nine, the Lord appeared unto Abram 
^ and said, I am the Almighty God ; walk before me, and be thou 
peifect. And I will mi^e my covenant between me and thee, 
and will multiply thee exceedingly. And Abram fell on his 
£Bicevand God tolked with him, saying : as for me, behold, my 
covenant is with thee, and thou shalt be a father of many na- 
tions« Neither shall thy name any more be called Abram, but 
ity name shall be called Abraham ; for a father of many na-* 
tions have I made thee. And I will make thee exceeding fruit* 
fill} and I will make nations of ihee, and kings shall come out 
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^ thee. And I will establish my covenant between me and 
thee, and thy seed after thee, in their generations, for an ever- 
lasting covenant ; to be a Grod unto thee, and to thv seed after 
thee. And I will give unto thee, and to thy seed after thee, all 
the land of Canaan for an everlasting possession, and I will be 
their God. And God said uDto Abraham, thou shalt keep my 
coveni^nt therefore, thou, and thy seed after thee, in their gene- 
rations. This is my covenant which ye shall keep, between 
me and you, and thy seed after thee ; every man child among 
you shall be circumcised. And ye shall circumcise the flesh 
of y9ur foreskin ; and it shall be a token of the covenant be- 
twixt me and yoii. And he that is eight days old shall be cir- 
cumcised among you, every man child in your generations, he 
that is bom in the house, and he that is bought with money of 
any stranger, which is not of thy seed. He that is born in thy 
house, and he that is bought with thy money, must needs be 
circumcised. And my covenant shall be in your flesh for an 
everlasting covenant. And the uncirculncised man child whose 
iiesh of his foreskin is not circumcised, that soul shall be cut 
ofi' from his people ; he hath broken my covenant.'' 

The peculiarities of this covenant, asAere expressed, and j9re- 
vioml^^ are the following, viz. 

1 . A promise that the Messiah should be born of Abraham's 
seed. " Thou shalt be a father of many nations." " In thy 
seed shall all the natjions of the earth be blessed." Here was 
something in addition to what was promised in the before-cited 
covenant with our first parents, viz. that the Messiah who was 
to cbme should be a descendant of Abraham. Had he descead- 
^ed from Lot, or Abimelecb, it would have been a fulfilment of 
the promise to our first parents, but it would not have been a 
fulfilment of the promise to Abraham. Here, therefore, was 
obviously something peculiar. And this promise that Christ 
should be Abraham's seed was a prominent item of this cover 
nant. 

2. God promised in this covenant that Abraham should be 
^' multiplied exceeding ly^*^ which is doubtless to be taken in a 
twofold sense, literally and spin7t«a%— i. e* he should become 
a great and mighty nation in the primary and literal sense of the 
word-~yea, the actual father of many nations ; and also that 
there should be a vast multitude of beUevers like himself called 
from among his naturalposterity, and from among the Gentiles. 
There was also something peculiar and very prominent in this 
item. The foregoing promise to our first parents did indeed im- 
ply the continuance of a pious seed among men, which would 
ultimately be numerous. But it did pot engage a numerous see4 
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to Abraham^ and likewise a multittKle 6t pious descendants. 
That covenant ikiight .have been fulfilled, provided AbFah^m had 
had no more seed than cominon — yea, though be had died child- 
less. But in that case, the corenant under consideration would 
not h^ve been fulfilled. In order for this to be carried into effect, 
he himself must have a numerous seed, and multitudes of them 
must be converted and saved; and iu order to this, not only 
Ishmael must be born of Hagar, but Isaac mu«t be born of 
Sarah, after she 'was past age, which was a real miracle. Qod 
not only did not promise this in the covenant with our first pa- 
rents, but he does not promise it to ordinary believers. 

3. God promised to Abraham that '•'' kings should come out 
of him," which all must see was ^ peculiar item. 

4. €k>d further promised Abraham that he would continue a 
pious seed among his posterity in their successive generations, 
particularly in that branch of his family which should descend 
from Isaac. " And I will," said he, *' establish my covenant 
between me and thee, and thy seed after thee, in their genera- 
tions j for an everlasting covenant." Again : '^ In Isaac shall 
thy seed be called.^ This was manifestly peculiar. Such a 
thing had not been promised to any particular parent before ^ 
nor has it been promised to any one since, with the exception of 
Isaac and Jacob; :with whom the covenant was renewed in most 
respects. ' % 

5. God moreover promised that Abraham and his posterity in 
the line of Isaac and Jacob, should have ^' all thie land of Ca- 
naan for an everlasting possession.'' This also was a peculiar 
and prominent part of the covenant. No one can do ibt its be- 
ing peculiar to Abraham and his natural seed, unless m the face 
of the clearest evidence they will come forward and maintain 
that the Gentiles have always had as good a right to the land of 
Canaan as the Jews ; and that Odd might have fulfilled his co- 
venant with Abraham, if he had given his posterity the land 
of Ethiopia, or any other country instead thereof. 

The several items now enumerated, I say, were peculiar to 
Abraham and his natural 566 J, and serve to distinguish the co- 
venant^made with him from that made with our first parents, 
and from any one subsequently made. God has not made such 
a covenant as this with Gentile believers, nor with believers in 
common among 4he Jews. 

It is true there was one thing in this covenant in common 
with every other dispensation of the covenant of grace, which 
belongs to all believers, viz. the blessing of 9k free justification 
by faith in Christ. 

But take the covenant (is a whole, and it vr^pecuHar to Abra-r 
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ham and his natural seed, it did not belong to the imtions in 
commony or to believers in common among all nations; but lo 
thttt singular and icanderftd pecple^ which God, for wise reasons^ 
separated from all others. 

It is hence still further manifest, that this covenant was not 
the covenant of grace itsetf*, bnt only a dispensation thereof, 
t>r a peculiar gracious covenant founded thereon. 

It appears to be conceded by Pedobaptists, that there were 
peculiarities belonging to the covenant with Abraham', although 
it be considered as the covenant of grace, and that it is not 
made with other believers in the same form, or to the same ex* 
tent. Indeed, this is too obvious to be denied. But these pe-- 
culiar items are called appendages of the covenant of grace j 
L e. something added or annexed to it. 

But this notion is manifestly without a foundation. They 
were not appendages of the Abrahamick covenant, but compo- 
nent and essential parts of it, as much so as €my itetn of ctny co» 
tenant, will or deed, ivhatevery belongs to the instrument itself^ 
and tdistinguishes it flrom all other t»>veBants, vnlU or deeds. It 
must be ^pwfectly obvious *to every unbiassed mind that will 
look at the subject, that each of these articles was a covenanted 
lilessing, and not a mere appendage of the covenant. Each one 
entered into the very body of the covenant. All the blessings 
'Contained therein were not equally important ; but they were 
-all essential parts of it, and were combined to render it one 
complete wholes or one specifick deedy or compact. And the pe^ 
culiwr items of this covenant were as much secured to Abra- 
ham by promise^ and ratified by tibrcumcisiony as those articles 
were which are t^mmon to all believers. 

Therefore, seeing the covenant, taken as awkolcy was pecu- 
liar to Abraham and his %eedy or posterity ^ so circumcision^ which 
belonged to it c» a whole^ and not to one part of it in distinction 
irom the rest, vf^a peculiar to him and his seed, and was never de- 
signed for the Gentilesj except they were bought with Jewish 
money, or proselyted so as to become one nation with them. 

This covenant, therefore, when properly analyzed and de- 
Aned, does not* contain any premises from which the baptism of 
believers can be jusdy inferred, inasmuch as Abraham's case 
was pecuHar, and the same covenant is not made with other 
believers, especially with Gentile believers ; and inasmuch as 
baptism, provided it be designed to answer any of the ends of 
circumcision, cannot be pretended to answer all of them ; nor 
can it be considered as a seal of the same covenant.^ But it is 
altogether a new rite, appointed under a new and different dis*- 
jiensation of the covenant of grace. 

10 
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Aldiough it is manifest, as I hare shown, that circttOicisioB in 
of perpetual obligation to the Jews, it will not.follow ffom a&y 
thing contained in the covenant transaction with Abraham, that 
it must be cODtinued in the church at large, or something ehe 
as a substitute, answering the same ends and applied to the same 
subjects. When the peculiar nature of that covenant, and the 
peculiar use and design of circumcision are considered, and 
especially when we learn from the decision of the apostles at 
Jerusalem, under the inspiration of the Holy Ghost, as recorded 
in the xv. chapter of Acts, that circumcision was not to be im- 
posed on the Gentiles, and indeed, was neVer intended for them 
ds €kntile8, or in their separate national capacity y and therefore, 
was in no sense obligatory upon them ; (to say nothing here of 
the nature of a positive institution,) it is wholly unnatural and 
arbitrary to infer the duty of baptism to any extent^ especially 
to infer the duty of baptizing infants, not only of the male sex, 
but of the /emafe. 

I freely admit, as I^fore observed, that God made but one co- 
venant with Abraham, which included all the promises made 
to him at different times, and that circumcision was a token or 
seal of this covenant. 

At the same time, it must be particularly noticed that I con- 
sider the covenant, a$ a tohoky as God actually made ity and cir- 
cumcision as belonging to it as a whole^ and not merely to a 
part of it ; and hence, aa a whole^OT as a complete covenant^ com- 
pact, or detdf I say it belonged to him and Ms posterity ^ and noi 
to mankind in common^ or to believers in common. And this 
view of it 19 manifestly correct, notwithstanding one or two of 
the items belong equally to Jews and Gentiles; and therefore 
we cannot duly infer the right of infants to baptism, not even 
the right of male infants. 

The difference which eadsts between the new dispensation 
under which we live, or the new covenant, as it is called, and 
the Abrahamick, requires a different application of baptism ap- 
pointed therein from that of circumcision. 

Indeed, we cannot infer the duty of bii4)tism at all from the 
covenant with Abraham and the practice of circumcision ; much 
less the baptism of both males and females. Nor can we in- 
fer this from any other transaction or rite of the Old Testa- 
ment. 

Should we even take a different view of the covenant vi^hich 
God made with Abraham frbm that which I have given, and ad- 
mit that it was the covenant of grace itself^ and consequently 
tthat the beforementioned peculiar articles were only appendages 
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itf this covenant, as Pedobaptista maintatii, nothing would be 
gained whicb would warrant the practice of infant baptism. 

For it is evident that circumcision had respect to iheie appendr 
€^08 as well as to the main body of the covenant ; and that the 
covenant assumes a i>ery di^erent appearance and characier^ as 
exhibited tn connexion with these appendages, from what it does 
wUhout them, or with other appendages. Consequently, leav- 
ing out these appendages, or introducing others in their stead, 
will materially affect the subject of the seal, and oi the duties 
of the covenantees. Hence we cannot infer the manner of apr 
plying baptism, which is a distinct religious rite, belonging to 
the covenant as cUveated of its former appendages ^ and admin- 
ii^tered in connexion with others^ or, more properly speaking, 
without any others — not even if we should allow it to be also a 
seal of the covenant. 

The appendages of the covenant of grace as made with 
Abraham, certainly rendered its dispensation or administration 
different from any one which preceded^ or which might follow 
without s^ich appendages J or with others. And circumcision 
certainly had respect to these appendages as well as to the main 
body of the covenant, or to. its^ leading provision ; i. e. it was 
designed to ratify all these items which were annexed to the 
covenant, equally with the body thereof^ Consequently, we 
cannot, upon any just principles of reasoning, infer that baptism, 
which does not have respect to these appendages ; but belongs to 
the covenant as administered, without them, or with entirely 
different onesy must be administered to the same sul^'ects as cir- 
cumcision. The ^^cases not being parallel, the argument from 
inference and analogy is lost. 

But I have fully shown that it is not proper to call the Abra-^ 
han^ick covenant the covenant of grace itself. Therefore, the 
peculiar items which have been enumerated toere not appended 
ges of this covenant. Certainly, they were not appendages of 
the covenant made with Abraham ; but definite and essential 
parts of it. They belonged to the very body of the covenant, 
and it is surprising" that any should have undertaken to dis- 
tinguish them therefrom. 

And this very circumstance is a conclusive argument against 
considering this covenant the same as the covenant of grace.^ 
It was only a dispensation thereof, or a covenant containii^ 
various gracious promises, founded on the engagement of the 
Father, Son and Spirit, before the world began, respecting the 
redemption of men. 

The covenant of grace, when truly defined, being precise^ 
the same as die covenant of redemption ; it will, of course, be 
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seen that it is always one and the tame: but the dispensations 
of it have varied ; or we may sajr, that God has entered into* 
various covenants with men, or with certain individuals,, or 
portions of mankind, founded on the eternal engagement be- 
tween himself and Son, inclusive of the Holy Spirit, who was 
to apply redemption when wrought out. 

It is easy to see that these covenants, or dispensations, might 
vary, without affecting the sameness of the. covenant of grace. 
And nothing is plainer than that they ham varied. Some of 
them have, contained more ample ptomnons than other** Some 
have contained merely temporal blessings ; others merely spirit'^ 
ual; and others both temporal &nd spiritual Some of then» 
have been expressed in- a conditioaalj and others in an uncon-- 
ditional form. 

There does not appear to be any material difference between 
a covenant and a promise : for what is called a promise in one 
part of scripture is called a covenant in another* Both a con^ 
ditional and an absolute promise is a covenant. 

It is a mistaken view of the subject that two parties mutually 
promising are necessary to the making of a covenant. A cove- 
nant does, indeed, imply the existence of two parties, and so 
does a promise. But a covenant does not' always imply an eui^ 
gagement of both. The promij>e of the one to the other, con- 
ditional, or unconditional, is a real covenant. In the case of a 
toillj or ttitamentj only one of the parties makes a promise, or 
grant ; and yet this is a covenant in the highest sense. Whoever 
carefully examines the scriptures will see that this view of 
the nature of a covenant is Qprrect. 

. And this will all help us to see .the propriety of the foregoing 
distinction between the covenant of grace and its dispensations^ 
or the various gracious covenants which are founded on it. 

We shall also be able to see from-, this and other considera- 
tions which have been brought to view, that two or more of 
these gracious dispensations, or covenants, may be similar,, in 
certain respects, and tend to the same great end, and yet each 
may have its distinctive marks, so that it may be a different 
covenant from any other, or all others. One of these covenants 
may contain provisions more effectually adapted, to the end than 
another. This was in fact the case with the Sinai covenant, 
and the new oovenant which was made kt the coming of Christy 
and is now in operation. Both were covenants of grace. But 
the promise in the former was conditional; and in the latter 
absolute. The former was, also, connected with the ceremonial 
law, which was merely. typical of the redemption b^ Christy 
while the latter exhibits ti^e substance itself, and plainly opeuft^ 
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the wa^ into the holiest of all, b j die blood of Jetiuf* Hetce 
St. Paiii BBjBexpTeB8]y that the aew eovenant is ^< a teller cove- 
nant*' titan the old, ^< established upon hfiiier m^nniBes." 

Ffom this view of the covenants which Gm has, at diffisroat 
timesi made with men, it is evident that we are to look to eool 
fox its t^Hndwe ehcuraoterj uid for the oppiHcation of its 9tat^ or 
i\^9fdinance9y ifii haiw miy; and that we cannot vifer our duty 
In this respect, in regard to mie of them, from the duty enjoiaed 
in afu^her. 

This view of the subject, moreovef , prevents a}l confusioa 
and embarrassment ; whereas, if we make the several cove- 
nants or the leading ones which God has entered into with 
men, or with particular individuals, ^e c(rt>enaii^t ofgrac^ Useffj 
we are at once involved in perplexity^ on acconnt of the 
tariety^ and, in some respeets, dUiimilanty of their provisions. 
God promises moie in one of them^thian in another ; and for that 
reason it is a better covenant: yet all are founded in grace. 

Therefore, it is not correct to edl them eBsentially the mme 
covenaniy and this this eovenant of grace ; and to coatider the 
distineHfte items as appmdages :. because what is [vomised in 
each is essential to the covenant which contains it to make it 
what it is, and hence eann^ be merety on appendage* Besides, 
the covenant of^ ^race is manifestly the one made with Christ 
respecting men, and not directly with men themselves^ 

As Grod, by virtue of the said en^agenkent with Christ, has 
made distit^t catenanU with men, al£ough they have aU one 
leading feature ; and as it is manifest from the very instruments 
themselves, that there is a distinction not only between the 
new covenant under the gospel and the Siou eovenant, but 
also between this and die JliraAafiitcife covenant ; it is manifestly 
ikot eonsiatent to consider baptism as a substitute for circumcis- 
ion. It doee not bebmg to die some cavenantf and, Hierefore, 
camot be a sub$Htute^ Neither is it appointed for the same 
end&; certfunly no4 £&t all of ^ them ; which it mmt have been 
to make it a proper subs^tute. Neither are we asjr^ene told 
iu the acriptures tibst it is a substitute. Besides^- it has been 
jbUy diown ^t circumcision has never been abolisbed to the 
Jews, the natural seed- of Abraham ; but continued to be prac- 
tised after th^ introduction of baptism by believiiig as well as 
unbelieving Jews ; and will continue to bo binding ou ^ 
nation to the latest generation^ And, henoe^ baptism is not a 
substitute therefor* It pannot be a substitute for circumcision . 
to the Jews^ because they are still boui^ to practise that rite. 
And it eannot be a substitute for it to the OenHka; for it never . 
b^longi^d to them in their separate national capacity. 

10* 
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Bat baptism is altogether a new ordinance, pertaining to a 
new and very different dispensation <^the covenant of grace. 

It is not proper^ howeveri to call it a seai of this new dis^ 
pensation or covenant. For the only proper seals of it is the 
blood of Christ. 

Baptism is no where in scripture representedasasealofihis 
covenant, nor of any promise which God has made whatever. 
It is merely required as a dutyy being, an outward purificatMm 
representing th^ inward, and a significant badge of discipleship* 

But there would be no more propriety in caJHing it a seal of 
the new covenant, than there would have been in calling the 
<' diverse washings" under the law, seals of the Abrahamick 
covenant. 

Baptism, being positively appointed, is of high importance, 
and it has its peculiar use as an act of open submission to 
Christ ;• a badge of discipleship, and an initii^ing rite into the 
Ghristiajp church. Hence, the very nature of the case shows 
that it is applicable to beUevers only. 

To sustain the argument for in&nt. baptism from inference 
and analogy, it must be shown that the Abrahamick covenant 
and the new covenant are in all respects the same^— that ctr^- 
cumcision and baptism were appointed for the very same Wf* 
poses ; and that the latter is expressly substituted by the law^ 
giver himself in the place of the former. And then the argu* 
ment would go no farther than to warrant the baptism of nu^ 
adults and infants. It would give no countenance to the baptism 
t>ffemcUes. 

But neither of these things can be shown ; but the contrary 
is abundantly manifest. Hence, the argument is utterly. defec>- 
tivCy and ought forever to be abandoned. 

There, is evidently now the same propriety from the nftt»re 
of the new covenant for applying and restricting baptism to 
believers of both sexes, which there was formerly for applying 
and restricting circumcision to the males of Abraham's house 
and posterity^ 

The covenant made with him and its appointed token, were 
designed, anumg other* things already eniunerated, to separate 
one whole nation from the rest of mankind; to be, in various 
respects, a peculiar people, and, (to use the words of Doct. 
Owen,) ^'for the briuging^ forth of the Messiah «s Abraham^ 
seed in fulfilment of the promise." 

But the new covenant and baptism, are designed to collect 
and separate from> the world believers of all nations f and to form 
them into one spintual society ot kingdom. Hence, from the 
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nature of the case, thi9 erdbn&ee ahotild be restricted to audi 
aa^ in a lodgement of charity, are ChiiatiaiWy or disdplet. 

This, accordingly, perfectly agrees with the apostolick com- 
mission and practice, as we bare seen. Hie pleasuie of Christ 
is signified so far, but no farther. 

.Hence, to bring the children ct belierers to baptism on their 
parents' faith, by means of dednctions from the covenant of 
circumcision, is wholly unauthorized, and a great corruption of 
this ordinance* 
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CHAPTER Xlir. 

The argument for the baptism tf infant§ grounded on the interest 
which they are supposed to have in the promise of the Ahraha- 
mick covenant^ considered and refuted. 

Although the Abraliaimck eo^enant was not properlj the 
covenant of grace ; yet it Is confessedly important to consider 
its provisions as a dzspensatioH thereof ^ or as a covenant of grace. 

The argument in question is based upon the following decla- 
ration, viz. ^' And I will establish, my covenant between me 
and thee, and thy seed after thee, in their generations, for an 
everlasting covenant, to be a God untor Uiee and to thy seed 
after thee." 

This promise is supposed to belong to believing parents in 
common among the Gentiles- as well as among the Jews. And 
as circumcision was a token of it formerly, so baptism is con* 
sidered a token of it now^ Hence the former warrant to apply 
circumcision to the infants of believers, is viewed as a warrant 
for applying baptism to them now. 

But if I shall succeed in showing that the promise in ques- 
tion does not belong to believing parents in common, and their 
seed, not even to Jewish parents and theirs, but was peculiar to 
Abraham and his, and consequently, that baptism is n5t a to- 
ken of it as circumcision was formerly, then the warrant for 
infant baptism, grounded thereon, will disappear. 

It is of great importance to understand correctly what God 
did, in fact, promise to Abraham, and then we shall be prepared 
to determine whether his was a peculiar case, or whether the 
same be promised to all believing parents. 

The argument in question, as generally managed, limits the 
term seed to Abraham's immediate children^ and either holds that 
the promise was conditionally to him and also to them^ or that it 
was conditional to him and absolute as it respected thirn^ i* e« if 
Aitaham vfSA faithful., they should he called and saved. 

Hence the warrant to circumcise infants is supposed to be 
limited to his immediate household; and that the covenant was 
to b^ transmitted to ^iicli successiite parent aad his iminediat!^ 
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children, on the 8%ine condition, or in the same sense, wiib 
the Tight and duty of applying the seal to them, and to he Umited 
in the same manner as to Abraham and his family. So that the 
right of circumcision to succeeding generations, rested not trn^ 
their cannexian with Abraham^ their great progemtaTf but on the 
Jaith of their immediate parents. 

But this limiting of Uie seed, and consequently the right of 
circumcision, to Abraham and his immediate children, and this 
notion of the descent of the covenant singly or separately to each 
belUter and his immediate seed, are manifestly erroneous. 

The real truth is, God made a covenant with Abraham, in- 
cluding both himself and his posterity^ indefinitely, remote as 
well as immediate^ particularly in the line of Isaac and Jacob ; 
and this covenant embraced both temporal and spiritual bless- 
ing^. Hence both himself and his seed after Aim, in their gene-- 
rations^ were required to be circumcised. The whole nation 
was thus divided and separated, according to God's free and 
sovereign pleasure, from the rest of the nations, and a line o£ 
distinction formed between Jews and Gentiles which has hith- 
erto continued, and will, without doubt, hereafter continua 
down to the end of the worldi^ 

I say his posterity were includl^d ^th him indefinitely^ by 
which I mean that God did not promise that all his descend* 
ants in every generation should become pious like himself, 
but that some of them should, and the aggregate number should 
be very great, as before explained, and that his posterity, in* 
definitely, should inherit the land of Canaan. 

Hence, whatever might be the character of any succeeding 
parent, his children's right to circumcision remained clear and 
undiminished, because they were the descendants of Abraham, 
and GOd had expressly ordered thatthey should be circumcised. 
His words were, ^^ Thou shait keep my covenant therefore, 
thou and thy seed (rfter thee in their generations. Every man 
child among you shall be circumcised." This, therefore, was 
a sufficient, warrant for the application of this rite to all suc- 
ceeding generations of his seed. Every man child, whether of 
the immediate or remote posterity, was manifestly to be circum- 
cised. And thiS'rite might be administered by the father or 
the mother of the child, or by the physician, the nurse, the 
king, the priest or the commoiMntizen— ^nly it must be done. 

But the ordinance of Christian baptism is to be administered 
by a Tegular minister of the gospel^ and it would be impious in 
any other person to undertake to adftiinister it, which cireum* 
stance shows a rery great dissimilarity in the two cases. 

That this view of die seed^ as embracing, rimole posterity ai 



ISil&ISTUK BAPTISM. tl9 

/weUasneiir^ and coBseqneally this extended view €S ^reum- 
cision, are correct, will appear abundantly eTidei^ as tre pro* 
ceed. 

nightly to understand the clause^ ^^ to be a dod unto thee and 
to ^y seed after'thee," it must be taken in connexion with what 
immediately precedes, and with other declarations elsewhere 
relative to the same subject. The whole sentence runs thus: 
^^ And I will establish mycovenant between me and thee, and thy 
seed after thee in their generations j for an everlasting covenant, 
"^Xo be a God imto thee and to thy seed after thee.'*'* It is, hence, 
plain that *^ the seed softer him" was not, merely^ his children of 
•the^fiSt generation, but oi successive generations, however remote. 
The words are plural ; not his seed in their generation ; but in 
their ^e»efa^i».;" which undeniably include remote as well as 
immediate posterity. The jifthj tenth and fiftieth generation were 
as truly inducted with him in the covenant as the first. 

And they were thus included, not upon any condition to be 
-performed by their immediate parents; ^ut on the ground of 
the /fee and Radons engagement which Grod made with Abra- 
.ham personally. 

I do not think that even Abraham^ s faith and piety were a 
proper condJIton, upon which the biesdng descended to his oos*- 
terityj although God manifestly testified his hve to him in bles" 
sing his descendante. But the whole that he did, from his call 
in the land of the Chaidees, for himself and posterity, was of 
iiee and sovereign mercy. 

Though the scriptures sometimes speak as though there were 
•a cofM^^^ ; the fulfilment thereof was sectored by God's free 
promise* So that the covenant, considered as a whole, is pre- 
sented in an absolute form, securing to Abraham the several 
items which it contained. 

But se far as there was any condition in the ease, i. e. so far 
as ^e descent of the blessingxto his posterity in their genera- 
tions, depended on parental faithfulness, it was evidently on con- 
dition of his own fftithfulness as ihi^ father and headoi the na- 
tion, mud not on the faithfulness of parents in subsequent gen- 
erations. 

- Qod might, indeed, hear the prayers and bless the instruc- 
tions of subsequent parents to the spiritual good of their chil- 
dren ; but this is not the thing which he engaged to do in this 
covenant, or upon the condition of which the blessing engaged 
was suspended. He here made a covenant with Abrtdiam him- 
^f and his seed after him in their generations, remote as well as 
near, specifying positively what he would do for ^Imand them. 
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So far therefore as any condition was required in &e case, it 
was required of, and performed by, Abraham. 

Hence the promise was absolute that God would do thus and 
thus for his posterity in their generations. 

It is not said, neither is it intimated^ that God would establish 
the covenant and be a God to his posterity, profnded e^ch succes- 
sive parent, or any class ot number of parents, would practise 
faithfulness ; but the whole eogagement was with himself, all 
was then settled, ratified and secured. 

God did, indeed, renew the. covenant in part with Isaac and 
Jacob ; and in his gracious dealings with the nation, he some* 
times le&rs to the love which he bore to them as well as to 
Abraham.' 

Nevertheless, every thiug engaged to Isaac and Jacob and 
their posterity was, in the first place, freely and absolutely en- 
gaged to Abraham, To them it was only renewed and repeated. 

But after the branches spread from the stocky as in the case of 
Jacob's children, no other individual subsequently stood in the 
same relation to the covenant that these Uiree patriarchs did, 
and especially that Abraham did himself. 

Hence, the favour shown to the nation in the time of Moses, 
. nearly five hundred years after the promise was first made to 
Abraham, is attributed, not to the regard which God had to their 
immediate parents, but to the regard which he bore to those 
patriarchs. ^' The Lord," said Moses, on the plains of Moab, 
t( loved your fathers^ and he chose thek seed alter them, eeen 
you above all people as it is this day." When Hazael king of 
Syria oppressed Israel all the days of Jehoahaz, it is said, II. 
Kings, xiii. 22. ^< And the Lord was gracious unto them, and 
had compassion on them, and had respect unto them, because of 
his covenant with Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, and would not de- 
stroy them, neither cast he them from his presence as yet."— « 
When Moses in the xxvi. chap, of Leviticus, had predicted what 
desolating judgements should come upon the nation in after ages 
for their sins, he adds these in^pressive words, " And yet for 
all that, when they be in the land 4ki their enemies, I will not 
cast them away, neither will I abhor them, to destroy them ut- 
terly, and to break my covenant with them : for I am the Lord 
their God. But I will for their sakes remember the covenant of 
their ancestors, when I brought them out of the land of Egypt, 
that I might be their God :" alluding, unquestionablv, to the 
Abrahamick covenant. Again ; God says by the prophet Jere* 
tniah, chap. xlvi. 28, ^< For I will make a full end of all the na- 
tions whither I have driven thee : but I will not make a full end 
of thee, but correct thee in measure*" How strikingly do we see 
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this declarfttioD folfilled to this day. Though that people are 
^scattered anmig all nations, they are preserved distinct, and 
unquestionably they will continue so. Hence, in reference to 
their foture ingatherings St. Paul says, Romans, iti. 25, 26, 28, 
'' Blindness in part is happened to Israel, until the fulness of the 
Gentiles he come in ; and so all Israel shall be saved"'— '< as 
teaching the election, they are beloved for the fathers' sakes." 

It is manifest from these passages, that the seed included 
with Abraham in the covenant, means reiMie posterity as well 
as immediate; and that the blessing promised to the seed v^as not 
suspended upon the fidelity of stiecesrive parents ; but yr^sfrtely 
and absohttely engaged to him ; it being always understood that 
the promise was indefinite, not embracing ^11 the natural seed, 
but only the children of promise — such as God was pleased to 
call. ' 

Hence, in the darkest periods with that people, there was a 
reference, as we have seen, to that covenant. God would not 
utterly cast them off on account of it-^yea, the ordinances of 
heaven should depart before he would cast off all the seed of . 
Israel froni being his people. There was always a remnant of 
believers under the former dispensatioti, *^ acrbrding to ^the 
election of grace," and for aught appears, there has been a 
remnant to this day, and will continue to be. " As touching 
the election, the nation is yet beloved for the fathers' sakes," 
and will in due time << be graffed in agaiti." 

The trai&sac:}ion, then, with Abraham, inclusive of his seed, 
was a singular and wonderful exhibition of €k»d's mercy — a//o» 
ge^ier a peculiar ease. The cases of other parents and of other 
portions of our Lord's kingdom, are, by no ineans, parallel with 
his. Oif/i«r believers may fcdl entirely of having posterity ^ or 
their seed may run out, or the descent of piety among them may 
become estincty however glowing it might have been in the 
original irtock; and other nations, however enlightened they 
may have once been, may revert hiKkixAio heathenish dark* 
ness, and be swallowed up among the multitude of other 
kingdoms^ and lost. Bat the covenant with Abraham secured to 
him the existence of posterity permcmently — yea, a numerous pos- 
terity, and that as adistiiictpeople, though scattered among all ; 
and the conttnued existence of a pirns seed to some extent, at 
least down to the coming of Christ, and subsequently ; and, I 
doubt not, to the end of the world. Hence their preservation 
and distinction aref a standing miracle. 

It cannot, therefore, be pretended that God deals virith other 
believers, especially with particular believers among the €ren- 
tiles, on so large a scale ; and that baptism is to be applied to 

11 
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the extent that circutncision was. The argiiment from tbitf 
^iovenant and circumcision^ if it proves any thing, proves vast^ 
too much, and hence proves nothing. 

As the same covenant is manifestly not made with believers 
in common, the practice of baptizing infants cannot be inferred 
from the promise in question. 

While this promise to call and preserve a pious seed in sue- 
<;essive generations, did not necessarily embrace the whole of 
his posterity, but often included but a remnant as in the days of 
Elijah, the order to circumcise was so expressed as to include 
the whole nation : ^< Every man child among you shall be ctr- 
cumdeed:^^ 

That the seed includes remote as well as immediate posterity, 
is still further evident from the following declarations, viz. ^^ In 
blessing, I will bless thee ; and in multiplying, I will multiply 
theey^^ i. e. both lineally mi spiritually. ^' I will multiply ^Ajf 
seed as the stars ofheaven.^^ '^ And so shall thy seed be," i. e. 
as innumerable as the stars. 

These promises clearly and undeniably show, that the seed 
connected with him are not confined to his immediate children, 
but include remote posterity also ; and in the spiritual sense, 
believers also from the Gentiles, as Paul shows in the iv. chap-r 
ter of Romans. 

Therefore, all this goes to pve the covenant wiih him and 
<<!iircumcision a peculiar character, and to show that the argu- 
ment from that source for infant baptism is perfectly groundless. 
The cases are in no measure parallel. 

There is one consideration more that confirms the foregoing 
view of the .seed, which must not be omitted. It is this : that 
God said, '^ I will give to thee and to thy seed after thee, all 
the land of Canaan,'* as well as promise ^^ to be a God to him 
and his seed after him ;" and in die former case nothing can be 
clearer than that the seed included remote posterity, for the 
promise was not properly or fully verified till between four and 
five hundred years afterwards. Tet tibie phraseology is exactly 
the same as in the latter case. 

This extensive sense of the term seed^ while it gives the co- 
venant a peculiar character, and cuts off all reasonable preten- 
sions that the same covenant is made with other believers, fur-^ 
nishes a valid reason for the circumcision of the nation in suc- 
cessive ages, but gives no countenance to the baptism of the 
children of believers under the gospel. 

To undertake to derive an argument from this source for this 
practice, obliges one to maintain, with regard to believers in com- 
mon, what is palpably untrue, and to infer vastly more than any 
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enli^teoed Christian would wish, ri^* not only the btptism of 
his immediate children, bnt of all his posterity, npon hia faith, 
however remote. The argument is just as good for the bap- 
tism of the tenih generation as for that of the jirsf; but, in fact, 
it is good for nothing in either case. 

To say that the promise is to ordinary believing parents and 
their seed, in a less extended sense than to Abraham, is to give 
up the plea at once, that the same covenant now exists between 
Ciod and them, and their seed, and that ail which was engaged 
to him belongs to them. It certainfy cannot be proved from 
the terms of die covenant itself, that Ood mdces a less extend* 
ed covenant with them and their seed, than with him and his ; 
and therefore the argument is lost. 

I know it is said, that ** they which are of faith are blessed 
with fai&ful Abraham," and that '^ if ye be Christ's, then are ve 
Abraham'9 seed, and heirs according to the promise." But the 
meaning is, not that they inherit every thing which was prom- 
ised to him ; but only the leading blessing of justification by 
faith, and salvation by free grace. They are blessed with him, 
because the seed promised to him, spiritually and extensively 
considered, includes them. They are heirs of the particular 
promise—^* in thy seed shall all nations be blessed." 

But this does not imply that Ood makes the same covenant 
with ordinary believers that he did with him, not even in a less 
extended sense, because the very statement itself implies that it 
is not the same. They do not, and cannot, stand in the same 
relation to the covenant that he did. They are not Abraham^ 
nor a succession of Abrahamsj but sin^ply AbrtAam's seed^ in 
the large and spiiitual sense of the terms. 

If, to sustain the argument for infant baptism, it should be 
said that although no individual believer stands in the same re- 
lation to the covenant that Abraham did, yet that the church 
does coUectively^ihsit the church has stepped into his placcj and 
that the promise is now to her and her seed, as it was to 
Abraham and his^ and to baac and Jacobs and theirs ; and that 
after Jacob, the real ground for the continuance of circumcis- 
ion, was Gk>d's covenant with the church and her seed ; and that 
accordingly, the ground for infant baptism now, is God's cpve<^ 
nant with the church and her seedy irA not with each individual 
believing parent and his ; I would remark, 

1. That the ground here stated for continuing circumcision 
to the seed of Israel, is manifestly incorrect. The scriptures 
never hasp it upon such a principle. And I have sufficiently 
proven that the real ground for its continuance was God's cove- 
nant with Abraham, and his order for the circumcision of him- 
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self and his seed^ The ongioai charter remaioed good, and did 
not require to be renewed with eiicb successive i^neratioo of 
his seed ; nor is it ever represented as being so renewed* The 
right was permanent. 

2. To base infant baptism on this principle, would be basing 
it on one which is very general and indefinite, and one which 
would lead to the nnlimited use of baptism. 

According to this scheme^ the promise is not that God will 
bless each belieter and his seed; but the church collectively and 
her seed^ i. e« he promises to bless them as a clasSy or to call 
some of them. Consequently, if he keeps alive a seed of be- 
lievers somewhere among the se^d of the church, this is all 
which baptism' purports as being engaged. This, then, is has- 
iog the practice on pery general and indefinite ground — on 
ground so very different from any thing contained in the scrip* 
tares, that few, if any, will, upon proper examination, under- 
take to defend it. 

' Besides, it would naturally lead to the baptism of all, with- 
out distinction, whether children of the church, or not ; be- 
cause God has promised to call an elect people from among the 
Gentiles collectively^ as he .did from among the Jews collectively. 
According to this principle, therefore, bapiism should be ap- 
plied as -extensively as circumcision. 

3. It belongs, upon this principle, lo the cA«fc&, and not to 
the zTidividual parents y to omv up the children in baptism. 

This is an unavoidable consequence : fx ii the church has 
stepped into Abraham^s placsy or taken his standing in relation to 
the covenant, and if circumcision was practised aftcfr Jacob, and 
baptism is dow practised uj^oOiihisgrouadyi. e. upon the ground 
of the promise made to her collecti4)elyy and her seedy and not 
upon the promise to parents individually >, <ind their seed; then 
it is clearly the province and duty of the church collectively, and 
Tiot of the parents, to present the children in this ordinance. 
The party with whopa the covenant is made should manifestly 
be the one to give up the children. This duty, therefore, will, 
as I said, unavoidably belong to the church. Hence the dea- 
cons, or a coounittee appointed for the purpose, should bring 
forward the children in behalf of the diurch ; or the baptism 
should be performed in some way for the church, so that it 
might be known to be her act, and not the act of the parents. 

Hence, this would be wholly changing the ground Ibr this 
practice. But the above principle will necessarily lead to it. 
And the absurdity of the consequence is sufficient to overthrow 
the premises ; besides, the premises themselves have no foun^ 
dationin thescriptuijes. 
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Alter'aU^'therefore, vtrhich can be Mtid upon the snbjeety it is 
clear that the premise that God would be a God to Abraham 
and bis seed after him in their generations, was peculiar to him 
and themi and caniiot be claimed by ordinary believers^ so as to 
lay a foundation for the baptism of infants. Even if it should 
be allowed that this promise does belong to them and their seed, 
in the same sense that it did to Abraham and his, we could not 
Consider baptism as a token thereof, and a substitute for 6ircum- 
cisioUi unless we are so instructed by the word of God, .which 
Is not the case ; and hence the inference for the baptism of in- 
fants fietils. 

In reference to that class of Pedobaptists who consider the 
promise in the Abrahamick <^venant condiiionalj both as it re- 
spetu the parents and children^ i. e. that God promised to be 
the God of Abraham on condition of his faith, and the God of 
his seed on condition of their faith, and that he promises the 
same to other parents and their children, on the same condi- 
tion ; and that there is nothing in the promise to the parents 
which secures the existence of faith in the children ; I would 
observe, that this presents no other ground for the baptism of 
the children of believers, than for the baptism of the children 
of unbelievers, yea, of ail other persons whatever, without re- 
gard to their present moral character ; as I have already shown 
in my exposition of Acts, ii. 38, 39. 

According to this exposition of the promise, the notion that 
the children of believers are in covenant^ and those of unbeliev- 
ers not, is entirely without foundation. The latter are in cove- 
nant as truly as the former, provided tfa^ promise is merely con* 
ditionah For it is to all — yea,. to all that are afar off, as weir 
as to the children of believers. Here, then, is no other ground 
for the baptism of the latter, than exists fbr the baptism of all 
mankind. 

And the argument for infbnt baptism, based^upbn th^t view 
of the promise which secures the piety of &e children on Condi- 
tion of parental faithfulness, I have already refuted in this chap- 
ter. If it proves any thing, it proves too much, and thereby 
destroys itself. It is, on the whole^ perfectly manifest that 
Abraham's case was peculiar, and is not to be adduced as an 
example, in the point in question, for others, and especially for 
Gentile believers. 

Neither is there any other promise than that which has been 
considered^ to believers and their seed, which will authorize 
infant baptism. 

Even if it could be proved tiiat God does expressly engage 
to bless and.save the children of believers, if faithful, this wouldi 
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aot Itof a^fettodfttioii for their J>aptisiD, Qales^ we axesomeiirtiitnre 
taught that baptism 19 a token 6r aeal of this promise, and that 
it should be applied to the children as well as the parents ; — 
which is not the case. 

7%e existence of such apromsn itself Mkj where in the Bible, 
cannot be conclusively shcSon. 

Ii^ed, from the ordinary connexion which God has estab- 
lished between means and ends ; from his command respect- 
ing the religious education of children ; and from his character 
as a prayer-hearing God, parents may take encouragement, if 
faithful, to hope that their children, to some extent, at least, 
wlU be brought into the kingdom. 

But this. does, not appear to be engaged in any covenant trans- 
action between God and each believing parent, and ratified by 
baptism. 

The passages which are brought in support of such a cove- 
nant, in addition to the promise already considered to Abraham, 
will be found, on examination, to be insufficient to j[>rove its ex- 
istence. 

One of these is Deut v. 29, ^^ that there were such an 
heart in them, that they would fear me, and keep my command- 
ments always, that it might be well toUh themj and with their 
children forever." This is spoken of the nation collectively. 
It expresses a desire that the nation toere, and would continue to 
bcy a holy and obedient people, for the good of the present and 
succeeding generations. In that case, their children as well as 
themselves would, indeed, enjoy happiness and prosperity.-^ 
But it will be perceived that there is a condition implied on the 
part of the children as well as of the parents.. The promise is 
not that if the parents would be obedient, the children should 
be of course; but if the children would be obedient too, they 
should also be happy. As long as the nation, parents and chil- 
dren together, should keep G^'s commandments, it would be 
well with them. The personal obedience of each is plainly the 
condition of being blessed. This, then, affi>rds no proof of the 
existence of such a covenant as above described. The follow- 
ing passages, to which the reader is merely referred, may be ex- 
plained in a similar manner, viz. Deut. vi, 2, xxviii. 2) 3, 4, 
and XXX. 2, 6 y Ps. ciii. 17, 18, and Ex. xx. 6. 

The following, viz. Deut. vii. 8, 9, and x« 15 ; Isaiah, xliv. 
^3, and lix. 21 ; and Jer. xxxii. 39, Jnay be explained on the^ 
principle of the promise contained in the Abrahamick covenant^ 
as already illustrated. 

The seed of God's servtoits^ mentioned in. Ps. Ixix. 36, andt 
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eii. 28) meaa not Wfl^ the £ai»ai seed i but Ibe imititors of 
the £utb of theirpaie;xite,or predecessors, 

Jen xxx« 20, relates to the retufQ &qqi the fiabyloQish esp-. 
tivitj, and therefore furnishes no proof that childieo stand in 
tbe same xelati<uk to the cburch npw, as formerly. 

Proveii>s XX. 7, and xxli. 6, and Ps* xxxvn. 25, 26, contiun 
a jecQgnition of general facts, or maxims. There is wont to be 
a eoonexion between the pietf and faithfulness of parents, 
and the piety and uprightness of their children, on a general 
scale, learing room for exceptions. These are statements oC 
tibe ordinary iniftiienee of a pious education upon children. — 
But iiiis connexion is not noticed in the fonn of a covenant, 
but ratber as a matter of fact. Tbe same principle might be 
exiended to the instructions of a pious minister and his people, 
or of a pious teacher and his pupils, or his sabbath sobool chil- 
dren : as to matter of fact, these means axe wont to be blessed 
to some extent. But the subject is not put into the form of a 
coyenant, and ratified with a seal. Neither is it in the former 
case. Therefore, the baptism of infants cannot be inferred 
therefrom* 

These, together with ^ose examined in a former part of 
this work, are the principal passages brought in support of the 
covenant promise which is supposed to exist in relation to Be- 
lievers and their seed ; and tbejr evidently furnish no premises 
from which the right of infants to baptism can be d^ly inferred. 

Even if it could be proved that God has made a covenant 
with believersi in common to bless their immediate children, 
provided they are faithful, this right would not follow. Be- 
cause baptism is no where said to be a token, or seal, of such a 
covenant, or promise, or to be designed for any such purpose. 

And even if it toere, it would not follow that it must be ap- 
plied any further than to heHevera of both sexes. It is a positive 
institution, and the use of it is defined and limited by the very 
words of the institution. Were it clearly said undeniably a seal 
of such a promise, we might argue reasonablv and conclusively y 
that it answers all tbe purposes of a seal, wneo applied to be- 
Uevers of both sexes j as truly as circumcision did when applied 
to the males of Abraham's family, it. will not prove the right 
of the children to baptism to say that they are interested in the 
promise; for the females in Abrahamfs family were interested in 
the promise of the covenant which God made with him, as 
truly as the males; and yet the seal was not to be applied to 
them. Will it be said that it was not applicable to them ? But, 
if simply an interest in the promise gave a right to the seal, 
then; doubtless God )^x>ul4 have appointed a seal which^^va5^ 
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applieable to both sexes, provided eircumctsion wis aot f ortfie- 
seal appointed would have been applied to females as far as ^ 
nature of the case would admit. 

The tru& of the case is, this interest in flie promise did not 
give the right to the seal : but that which gave the right was 
the order of €hd^ which expressly limited it to the males. 

So in the case before us, that which gives the right to the 
ordinance of baptism is not the interest of the subject in the 
promise, but /Ae order qf Chdy which is expressly iimiited to 
believers of both sexes. 

This application of baptism, allowing the aforesaid covenant 
to exist, and baptism to be the seal of it, is a sufficient confirma* 
tion of the promise, and we have no wanrant to extend it any 
further. 

If it be said that we are not forbidden to baptize infants, I 
reply, neither were the Jews forbidden to circumcise females. 
Besides, we are not expressly forbidden to baptize unbeHevers, 
nor our meeting houses and beUs* But will it hence do to bn^ze 
them ? Surely this kind of reasoning will not dov 

When the subjects of a positive rite are described, aotd order- 
ed to receive it, this is a virtual and plain prohibition^ of its 
application to any other persons, or things. 

it every view of the case, therefore, the argument for the 
baptism of infants grounded on the Abrahamick covenant, or 
on any covenant or promise m tiie Bible^ fails, and ought never 
more to be plead. 
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CHAPTER XIV. 

ne incansisiency between the beHrf and practice of Pedobaptiste 
respecting the ckmn^h membership of infants^ exposed* 

One of the strongest arguments for the baptism of infants is 
based upon tbeir supposed membership in the Christian church « 
the same as in tl^ Jewish. The churches being the same, and 
the membership of infants being once established in Ae Jewish 
Churchy must, it is argued, continue, unless it be expressly set 
aside ; -and, if it contintte, then they should be biqptized upon 
the ground of it. 

AU Pedobaptists do mot plead for the continued church 
membership of infants ; but most of them do, and place great 
reliance upon it. My object, in this chapter, will be to show 
the inconsistency which exists between their belief and prac- 
tice ; and, also, to make it appear that the argument destroys 
itself by proving too much* 

Infants are baptized, either becaose they are members, or, 
to make them members* But what becomes of them after- 
wards ? Ape ^lay treated as members^ Are they considered 
as brethren^ saints j and the faithful in Christ Jesds ? Are they 
considered as being in cammunum ? No, they are not permitted 
to come to the Lord^s Supper upon the ground of their baptism 
and church membership. 

Yet the Lord's Supper is supposed to come in the place of 
the passover as truly as baptism has in the place of drcwndsion^ 
And it is perfectly obvious that children ate of the passover as 
well as adults. It was n household right. 

If, therefore^ the Lord's Supper has come in its place, and 
children are still church members, why are they not admitted 
to it ? The argmpeat is as strong for their admission to commun^ 
ion as to baptism : yea^ it is rather stronger ^ because females 
were admitted to the passover j although excluded fjMim drcum- 
cUion. If ciscDincision was a household fight, so was the 
passover, still more perfectly^. And if baptism has succeeded 
the former as still a hot^seboU right ; the same must be said of 
the Lord's Supper upon the same principle. And infants canaot 
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be excluded tberefroniy any mote tban from bapiismy unless 
tkmr right be anmUledf wiiich cannot be reasonably pretended, 
if the other right is not a$mulled too* 

It is said, indeed, ^^ let a man examine himself, and so let 
him eat." But this will not exclude infants wy more than the 
rule ^< he that believeth and is baptized shall be saved," and 
^' if thou believest with all thine heart' thou mayest," excludes 
them from baptism. The same plea may be made in the former 
case as in the latter j that the rule respects merely aduHs,, and, 
therefore, does not a^ect the right of infofae. There is not, ia 
fact, one plea for infaiU baptimt which may not be urged, with 
equal force, for infant cfmmufiioru Why then is the one piae* 
tice observed and the other not? Why is uot the very same ^ 
principle allowed to operate in both cases, when they are mani- 
festly parallel ? Here is a palpable inconsistency on the part of 
Pedobaptists. Infants are considered church members long 
enough to secure their baptism, abd then refused the privileges 
of members. They are treated as though they were not mem- 
bers. No material difference is made between them and the 
world. They are said to be in the churchj and yet not in com^ 
mumon. They are admitted to one gospel ordinance, and rejected 
from the other y when the principle adopted with regard to both 
is the same. They are not numbered among the brethren^ or ad- 
mitted into the. society of Christiansy till tibey make the same 
profession which is required of the unbaptized. 

They are, indeed, said to be under the watch and care of the 
church : but in what sensel Ngt osl brethren. . And to what 
extent are they under its watch and care ? Not as deserving 
excommunication if not reclaimed by the ordinary process. For 
how could they be cast out of communion wnen they were 
never in 1 The watch and care, then, which are exercised 
over them are not materially different from what are exercised, 
or should be exercised, over all children and all persons, except 
that there is a special care to be exercised by parents over their , 
own children and households. 

Baptized children are indeed said to be within the pah of the 
church. But what does this mean ? Are Hxeyfull and com- 
plete members 1 No ; iuch they cannot be, without becoming 
crnnmumcating members. Are they then half'-voay members ? or 
one quarter of the way members ? If so, where does the Bible 
treat of such a class of members ? Seeing the inconsistency 
of this, will any say tbey are complete members, but not in com^ 
munion 7 This is a contradiction. They cannot be complete 
oiembers, without being received as brethrenj and as having a 
tigit to the communionB 
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Christ mdkes no dUfetence between Ae members of his 
church, allowing some to come to his table, and others not. 
Bat he says to them all, <' Do this in remembrance of me." 
And the apostle Paul says, *^ We are all partakers of that one 
bread." Bendes, there was formerly no distinction on ac- 
count q^ Ojfe in the Jewish church ia regard to eating thepasi^ 
aver. Therefore, if the children of believers aie complete 
members of the church, they ought to be considered commtmi- 
C4Uing members. And die Bible manifestly knows of no other 
than compfe/e members. 

Here, then, is a gross inconsistency between the printiple and 
practice o{ Pedobaptists respecting the membership of infants.. 
If this principle were fully carried out, or exhibited in practice, 
it would manifestly lead to infant communion. But if infant 
communion were admitted, die church would no longer answer 
to the descriptions which are given of it in the New Testa* 
^ent, a^dthe Lord's Supper ^^mild no longer be such a feast as 
it is therein represented. Instead of being a household of faith, 
or a society of Christians, the churdi would be a mixed com- 
pany of heUeters and admmoledgedvnbelievers. And the Sup- 
per,^ instead of being the communion of saints^ would be the 
communion of sainis and aeknawkdged unbelievers. The prin- 
ciple defended of late by Pedobaptists themselves, that grace is 
a necessary qtu^fieaiian for communion, would have to be given 
up* And the MJdrtn of God would be constrained to have 
fellowship in this most solemn of all transactions in this world 
with the acknouMlgedchikbren of BeHal. There are, indeed, 
as the case now is, some unsound members, at least, in the 
church. But they are not systematically and allowedly received 
as they must be in the other case. 

The inconsistency of admitting known unbelievers to com- 
munion merely because they have been baptized in their infan- 
cy, seems to be apparent to every enlightened and reflecting 
mind. It would be shocking to men of piety to see the door to 
communion opened so wide as to receive them. Hence bap- 
tized infants are debarred from this privilege, notwithstanding 
the principle adopted with regard to their baptism would re- 
quire them to be admitted. 

The absurdity of this principle with regard to their baptism 
is not so readily seen, as it would be in this case, but in reality 
it is equally great. For they are thereby introduced into a ho- 
ly and spiritual societv without the qualifications which are ex- 
pressly required ; and after being received they are refused the 
most important privilege of the society, and generally treated 
as though the whole done at their baptism was a nullity. 
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The Pedobapttsts are often heard to acknoiprredgey to a cer- 
tain extent, that there ia an inoonnsfency betwieen: their hdief 
and their jproc/ice in relation to their children. Thej admit 
that they are justly reproached for their tinfaithfnlness ; and nn- 
dertake to concert measures for a reformation. Something^ it is 
said,mitff i6<iofie, more ejEfectually, for the cAiMfe»<^ the church. 
Their standing must be more thoroughly ascertained and set- 
tled, and the instruction and discipline intended for them most 
be carried more fully into effect. Accordingly, churches meet 
and pass resolutions ; exhort parents, &c« Presbyteries and as* 
sociations take the matter into consideration , and, after much 
deliberation, resolve to enjoin, or recommend, to the sessions 
and churches to awake to this subject. They adopts and, per- 
haps, /^rtnt a number of resolutions respecting the standing t>f 
baptized children, and the duties of pastors, sessions and church- 
es towards theoi ; and every thing wears the appearance of 
sbmething b^iog done to the purpose. % 

Buts soon, all reverts back to the same state as before. There 
is, indeed, in some cases, a remva/ of parental and catechetical 
instruction. But to prosecute a system of regular church dkci^ 
plvne as though the children were real memSers^ is found to be 
impracticable* 

I do not state these things for the sake of irritating, or re- 
l^roaching my brethren ; but to expose the inconsistency of al- 
lowing of the membership of infiftnts in Gospel churches, and 
the impracticability of exercising that discipline towards them 
which was appointed only for communicating members, or pro- 
fessed Christians ; and to show that this is the only discipline 
appointed in the church. 

It is found extremely difficult, in the outset, to determine the 
real stemdrng of these children. All do not agree that they are 
actual members of the church. Or, if this be admitted, they 
cannot agree in what sensCj and how far they are members ; and 
in what way they are to be approached and dealt with ; — wheth- 
er direc^j or through the medium of their parents only. 

And, in case they prove refractory, it is a matter of difficulty 
to determine how tney are to be brought before the church, vrith 
which they have never personally covenanted ; and how the 
church are finally to dispose of them ; — whether they are to 
excommmicate ihtm outright; or inflict some other censure. 

This subject is, in fact, attended with almost endless peiplex* 
ities and difficulties* And I presume there is scarcely a Pe- 
dobaptist to be found, who has clearly worked his way through, 
and devised and entered upon a system of practice with which 
Jhe is fully satisfied. If the real truth were told, the conces- 
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sioa would often be made, that while they readily fariug their 
children into the church as menbers, they do not know what 
to do with them after they are in. 

And these embarrassments will remain so long as another 
sort of membership is plead for than that which is constituted 
by professing the faith of Christ, and voluntarily joining the 
society of Christians ; and so long as another sort of church 
discipline is attempted to be enforced than that which was 
instituted by Christ for such as profess to be his disciples ; or, 
in other words, so long as infants are baptized upon ihe faith €f 
ihdr parents, ' 

The adoption of the plan of infant church membership under 
the gospel i$ attended with another difficulty ^ viz : it naturaUjr. 
leads to the menUfership of the w^^ upon the faith of her huB^ 
hand J a^ well as of the children^ for in the Jewish church, the 
^emberdbip of the farmer was as fully determined as that of 
the IcUter. The husband, if a native Jew, was in the church 
with his whole family. If a proselyte, he entered with his 
whole family^ i^e, children and servants. This is too evident 
to be denied. If, therefore, the membership of the children 
continues for the father's sake, that of the wife must continue 
also ; and, hence, the latter must be haptizedy as well as the 
children, upon her hushand't faith. The consequence is 
unavoidable. Thip, therefore, tends further to show the incon- 
sistency complained of, and the jal»ty of the argument before 
us, which, if it proves any thing, proves altogether too much ; 
«nd, consequently, proves nothing. 
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CHAPTER XVv 

GdrUaining additional evidence that there is such a change in the 
constitution of the church under the gospel as excludes the 
membership of infants. 

The church membership of infants tinder the present dis« 
pensation is not held by all Pedobaptists, as before observed i 
and hence such as do not hold to it must admit of the very 
change now plead for^ seeing they were, evidently , members 
of the Jewish church. 

But the majority of this denonunation maintain that th^ir 
membership is still retained^ and we are boldly challenged to 
make it appear that it has ever been set aside, ^ 

Much has already been advanced in proof of the discontinu- 
unce of infant membership ; and much more might be advanced, 
were, it not for protracting this discussion too far. I must be 
contented with citing and commenting on a few more passages, 
and referring to others. 

The first 1 shall notice is Isaiah iv. 2, 3, 4 : '^ In that day 
shall th& branch of the Lord be beautiful and glorious, and the 
fruit of the earth shall be excellent and comely for them^ that 
are escaped of Israel. And it shall come to pass, that he that 
is left in Zion^ and he that temmneth in JeruBalemy bhall be called 
holy^ even every one that is written among the living in Jerusalem ; 
when the Lord shall have washed away the filth of the daugh* 
ters of Zion, and shall have purged the blood of Jeruss^em 
from the midst thereof, by the spirit of judgement, and by the 
spirit of burning." 

These words manifestly refer to the time&of the Messiah, and 
denote such a change in the church, here figuratively called Zion 
and Jerusalem, as excludes the membership of infants, as such. 
The clause, " them that are escaped of Israel," denote ^^ them 
that are escaped from the ccfrruptions that are in the world^ 
through the knowledge of the Lord and Saviour." They 
plainly intims^te that the Messiah's kingdom should consist of a 
select company — the redeemed of the Lord, This is expressed: 
still plainer by the clause <* he that is left in Zion, and he that 
iemaineth>in Jecusalem, shall be called holy, even everyone. 
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that is written among the living in Jerusalem." Here a great 
sifting^ purging outy or pruning offy is foretold ; in fact, a new 
organization of the /church ; so that he that ivas left was to be 
called holy in a higher sense than the term had been previously 
applied to the natiouy viz : renewed and sanctified by the Holy 
Ghost. This is clearly determined to be th^ sense by the ex- 
planatory w^ords, '^ even every one that is written among the 
living in Jerusalem," which means unquestionably not every 
one that should UferaHy snB^kt; but every one \:h» should be 
qdcheiied b^ the Spirity or be bom of €hd. Those, therefore, 
who should be left in the church, would be such as are made 
alive unto God by a spiritual renovation ; which implies that 
the reisidue should be exelxided, or left out. Hence, infant 
membership has, of course, eeio^d. 

Again ; chap. xxvi. 1,2: '' Ii^ that day shall this song be 
sung in the land of Judab; we have a strong city; saWatioa 
will God appoint for walls and bulwarks. Open ye the gates, 
that the righteous fintion which keepeth the truth may enter in." 
This strong city is not the literal Jerusalem, hut the figurative ; 
the gospel churchy which St. Paul calls ^' the city of the Uving. 
God.^^ The direction^ to open the gates to <' the righteous na- 
tion which keepeth the truiflfy^^ is a plain indication that such 
only should be considered as proper members ; and h^nce if^ant 
membership is exekided. It is true, the injants of believers are 
not expressly prohibited from entering^ Neither are adult tm- 
believers^ But the commami to receive thoiie of a particulur 
eharacter— /^e righteouSy is a virtual exclusion of the rest. To 
receive other members than those described, would lead to 
great corruption and confusion. 

Again; chap« Ixii. 1,2, 12: "For Zion'^s sake I will not 
hold my peace, and for Jerusalem's sake I will not rest, until 
the righteousness thereof go forth as brightness, and the salva- 
tion thereof as a lamp that buroeth« And the Gentiles shall see 
thy righteousness, and all kings thy glory : and thou, shalt be 
called by a new name, which the mouth of the Lord shall name. 
And they shall call them the holy people, the redeemed of the 
liord : and thou shalt be called, Si^ughtout, a city not forsaken." 
This description of the gospel chinch is such as plainly excludes 
infarftt. The address is to the spiritual Zion, *' Thou shalt be 
called," says the prophet, " by a*«€io name," which can be no 
other than that of ^^ Christians y^'^ which was a title first given to 
the dise^les at Antioeh* £nt who vrtre called Ottistians ? Not 
the body of the Jews, nor the infants of believers ; but believers 
themselves only. <' The disciples were called Oirittians first in 
Antioch." The discipiies alluded to were Hellenist JiatpSy q$ 
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JfewB*, by hitOxy that spake the Oreek language, and not Oeiutks 
' as many imagine, though Gentile believers were afterwarda 
added. The giving of this title to the followers of Christ at 
^ ' this time, (which was done by a- divine suggestion as the origi- 
nal word imports) was a fulfilment of this prophecy. And, 
[ hence, the church, at th^ time alluded to^ was to be composed 
of Christians, ^^ which are not born of blood, nor of the will 
of the flesh, nor of tbe will of man, but of God." The change 
predicted, then, was one that would exclude infants. That this 
' is the meaning is increasingly evident from the closing words : 
*' And they shall call them the holy people ; the redeemed of the 
Lord; and thou shalt be called, Sought out^ a city not forsaken^^^ 
which terms clearly prove that the New Testament church 
should be a select company^ called out from the world, and pro- 
fessing and appearing to be the children of God ; and not con- 
sisting of believers and their unbelieving children. 

I would here refer tbe reader to tbe following passages, in the 
Old Testament, which teach the same doctrine, and point for-p 
I ward to the same change in the constitution of the church : — 
Deut. xviii. 15, 18, 19; Isaiah, xxvii. 6, 12, andxlix. 20, 22, 
and liv. 18, and Ixv. 15 ; Ezekiel, xxxiv. 22, 23 y Amos, ix. 9y 
10, 11,12; Haggai, ii. 6, 7, 8. 9, and Zechariah, xi. 7, 10, 11. 
The foilawing passages from the New Testament^ together 
with the whole Gospel history, are in exact accordance with 
the above predictions and explanations; viz. Mat. iii. 8, 9, 10: 
*' Bring foith therefore fruits meet for repentance. And think 
not to say within yourselves, we have Abraham to our father : 
for I say unto you, that God is able of these stones to raise up 
children unto Abraham. And now also tbe axe is laid unto the 
root of the trees ; therefore every tree that bringeth not forth > 
good fruit is hewn down and cast into the fire." 

This is a plain intimation that a standingvin- the Redeemer's 
kingdom, which was about to be set up, eould.not be claimed' 
hy birth; that it was to be a spiritual and holy kingdom ; and 
that there was to be a breaking ofi^ of the unsound branches, re- 
taining none but the fruitful ones ; all purporting the introduc- 
tion of a n€2(7 orc^r of things. 
> Agaiii ; chap. xxii. 11, 12,>' And when the King came in to 

see the guests, he saw there a man whicli had not on a wedding 
garment: And he.saith unto him, friend, how camest thou in 
hither not having on a wedding garment r And he was speech- 
less." In the parable ^'omwhich.thcse words are quoted, the 
calling of the guests.-to the wedding, represents the calling of. 
members into the Gospel church. . The blame which is here 
xeflected upon the man who came into the King's house without 
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it weddiog garmeot) shdws that be had no warrant to enter withonir 
one. He is i^ot reprimanded simply for not having a weddiDg< 
garment, but (or coming in among the guests mthout one. This be* 
ing applied to the chnreb, as Christ intended, shows that it is a so- 
ciety which ought to be inaccessible to the unbeliever. Presi- 
dent Edwards very justly adduees this as one of his strongest 
proofs that grace is a necessafy qualification for communion. — 
The Gospel church is a select company, and to give any a right 
toenter it, thiey must have on the wedding garment of Christ's 
righteousness^ which is received by faith. Whoever enters 
without it, is not only blainied for being an unbeliever, but for 
the act of coming in. << How earnest thou in hither, not having 
on a wedding garment ?" But if infant naembership is coutiu- 
tied in the church, then unbelievers are placed in it by Grod's 
^poiqtmeut. How, then, can they be to blame for coming in ? 
If the church is a school, or nursery, for the unconverted chil- 
dren of believers, as this doctrine supposes^ tfaeu, none of them 
can be to blame simply for being therei The Jewish children 
were never to blame for being in that church. But the man 
here intended to. be described, is blamed for coming into the 
Gospel church. And this cannot be consistently restricted to the 
tbnsound adult professor ; but it describes the Case of all gr(u:e' 
less , membt9». The whole representation goes to show that 
the Gospel church consi^s 6f professors of religion, and no oth- 
er ^ and that grace is an indispensable gualification to enter. — 
None are iiMf^ members as in the Jewish churchy and none 
should be revived but such as appear to be Christians, as none 
others ifvill be approved. The chHrch is no longer national ; 
but consists of believers of all nations^. And this change of its 
i^atio]^) cb&rftcter plainly excludes the membership of infants. 

Again; Eph. ii. 14, 15, ^^For he is our peace, who hath 
made bQ& one, and hath broken down the middle wall of parti- 
tion between us ; havingiabolished in his flesh the enmity, even 
the law of copnmandments contained in ordinances ; for to make 
in himself of twain one new man, so making peace ; and that he 
might reconeiU both unto Godnsk one body by the cross, having 
slain the enmity thereby.'^ ^^ Of twain,'' Christ is here said to 
have made ^* one new man ;" and he did this *^ by reconciling: 
both unto Ood in onfi body by the cross," which clearly shows^ 
thattl^ey become one by becoming believers in Christ, and in 
1^0 bither wa^y. This consideratton, then, determines the char- 
acter of thia ^^neunman^^ or Chspel thmrch* It is eomposed 
^ believers only ; and, hence infant membership is no part of 
its constitution. Doctor Guii^, (hough a learned. Peddbap- 
ij^t) in bis parapfarMe on this passage^ introduces the apostle 
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I IB saying, ^^ Christ has abolished these (the ceremonial pre- 

eeptSy) to the end that, as the great Head, in whom all things 
v^ere to be gathered in one, he might unite these distant par- 
ties to each other ; and that he might make out of bothy me 

I ckurthy formed, as new creatures, according to the image of 
God by the repewing of the Holy Ohost, and formed together 
for Gospel worship and new obedience, and equally partakers, 
htf a new constitution under him, of all the blessings that per- 
tain to the kingdom of grace in this world, and the kingdom ot* 
glory iu that which is to come. In this manner he has brought 
about an entire harmony and friendship between believers oi all 
nations among themselves as one spiritual body^ they being united 
hj faith and love to /b'm, and to one another in and through him." 
TMs is an admirable description of the Grospel church. But 
how it consists with the doctor's notion of infant meml^rship 
elsewhere expressed, it is hard to conceive. The new constitu- 
tion which he admits the church is placed under, manifestly 
excludes the membership of infants. 

In addition to these passages, the reader is referred to John, 
viii. 39 ; Homans, ix. 6, 7, 8, 24, 25, 26, 27; Heb. xii. 1 1, 12 ; 
GaL iii. 26, 27, 28, and v. 6 ; and I. Fet. ii. 9, 10. 

Infants, therefore, are not to be- baptized on the ground of 
their membership in the Gospel church ; became it does not 
^ exist. 
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CHAPTER XVI. 

The argument in faeattr of fn/ant Baptism from Ecclesiastical 
History J examined and shown to be insufficient and inconclu- 
site* 

I stf AtL be brief in my remarks at) tbe subject of this chap* 
ter, partly because I should otherwise traosceud my limits, and 
partly because I consider the scriptures as the proper source of 
proof, and seeing we do not find infant baptism there, it ought 
to be rejected, though we ^hould find ever so much in itsjfa- 
vour in the records of uninspired men. It illy becomes those 
who allow the scriptures to be a sufficient, and the only infalli* 
ble rule of faith and practice, when they fail to prove a point 
from them, to resort to church history. There is manifestly 
too much stress laid upon this argument in the present case. 

That there is mention made of the baptism of little childret> 
in ecclesiastical history, as early as the forepart of the third 
century^ and claimed as a tradition from the apostles,, will not be 
denied, although the first of the fathers who makes decided 
mention of the practice, viz. Tertullian^ manifestly opposed it. 
His words are these, viz. *' The delay of baptism may be more 
advantageous, either on account of the condition, disposition, 
or age of any person, especially in reference to little children. 
For what necessity is there that the sponsors should be brought 
into danger ? Because either they themselves may fail of 
their promises by death, or be deceived by the growth of evil 
dispositions. The Lord indeed says, do not forbid them to come 
to me. Let them therefore come, when they are grown up— 
when then can understand — when they are taught to what they 
are to come. Why should this innocent age hasten to the re- 
mission of sins? Men act more cautiously ifi worldly things, 
F so that divine things are here intrusted with whom worldly 
things are not. Let them know how to seek salvation, that you 
may appear to give to one that asketh.'* 

Some testimonies, previous to this, are attemp^d to be pro- 
duced, but none of them are so explicit as to be relied on. 
And as to this, altiioueh it recognises the practice of baptizing 
UttlQ cliildrc^n, it surely does, not give it couiitendince ; but the 
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author clearly dissuaded from it. He certainly reasons very 
much like an Anti-Pedobaptist» His mode of speaking im- 
plies that the practice was of recent date : neither does it de- 
cidedly acknowledge the existence of infant baptism in the 
sense afterwards adopted. It rather appears to convey the idea 
that some began to baptize children at too early an age, although 
not strictly upon the faith of their parents. The parents, as 
parents J are not spoken of as having any thing to do in the 
case ; but sponsors were provided to answer for the children^ be- 
cause they were too young to give the requisite answers them- 
selves. This all looks as though, from a false view of the ne- 
cessity and benefit of baptism, they began to encourage appli- 
cations from children before they were capable of a regular pro- 
fession of their faith ; and to remedy their incapacity^ sponsors 
came forward to answer for them. And from this arose, at length, 
the practice of baptizing mere infants upon the account of their 
parents. 

Venema, who was a learned writer, says, as quoted by Pen- 
giliy, that '^ TertuUian has no where mentioned Pedobapti6m> 
among the traditions or customs of the church that were pub- 
lickly received and usually observed." The inference from 
which is, that no such tradition, or custom, was then publickly 
received and generally observed, although the above quotation 
implies that the practice of baptizing children at too early an^ 
age, without proper evidence of faith, began to prevaik 

.The next writer who speaks of this practice is Origin, who' 
flourished a little after TertuUian, i. e. in the former part of the 
third century, who says, that *' the church received a tradition 
from the apostles to give baptism to little children also." Here 
again the proof is not decisive that niere infantS' are meant who 
were baptized on the faith of their parents. The terms little 
children^ may mean no more than very young persons, baptized 
upon their own account, though impr^^erly^ %s above stated, for 
the want of the requisite, qualifications ; and afterwards he 
might have been understood to mean mere infants* 

After Origin, Cyprian^ who lived about the middle of this 
century, speaks more definitely of infant baptism ; and sub- 
sequently, Austin^ who lived in the fifth century, when no one 
doubts that the practice, as now understood, generally pre- 
vailed. 

In relation to the early introduction of infant baptism, Bish- 
op Taylor, as quoted by Pengilly, affirms that " there is no 
pretence of tradition that the church in all ages did baptize all 
the infants of Christian parents. It is more certain that they 
did not do it always, than that they did it ia the first age. St^ 
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Ambrose^ St Hierom, and St. Austin, were bom of Cbriatian 
parents, and yet not baptized until tbe full age of a man and 
more." He says further, << that tbere is a tradition from the 
apostles to do so, (i. e. to baptize infants,) relies but on ttoo td/- 
nesaes^ Origin and Austin, and the latter having received it from 
the former, it relies wholly on one single testimony y which is but 
a pitiful argument to prove a tradition apostolical. " He says, 
moreover, *^ that it was not so, (i.e. not an apostolical tradition,) 
is but too certain, if there be any truth in the words of Ludo* 
vicus Yives.'? This last writer lived in the sixteenth century, 
and is quoted by Dr. Gill as saying, that " formeHv no person 
was brought to the holy baptistery, till he was of adult age, and 
when he both understood what that mystical water meant, and 
desired to be washed in it, yea, desired it more than once." And 
in reference to the Waldenses, he ffirther says : " I hear, in 
some cities of Italy, the old custom is in a great measure pre- 
serv-ed." 

This is one among many testimonies, that the ancient Wal-^ 
denses, who were witnesses for the truth in the dark ages oi 
popery, practised believers' baptism only. 

i am sensible that in opposition to these testimonies, writer^ 
of eminence might be quoted who maintain that infant baptism 
was affirmed to be received as a tradition from the apostles by 
men who lived at so early a period of the Christian era, that 
they must have known whether the fact were so or not. 

fipt this merely goes to show what is asserted by the ablest 
judges to be the fact, that when we undertake to survey the peri- 
od in which the first mention is made of this practice, we arft 
involved in absurdity and doubt. The testimonies concerning 
many of the transactions of those early ages, are vague and 
contradictory. Besides, many of the writings of the early fa* 
thers are bst — others have been interpolated and corrupted by 
transcribers and translators* Moreover, most of those whose 
testimonies are relied on were tinctured with a vain philosophy 
and the reigning superstition, which were carried so far as to 
maintain that it was ev^s right to deceive to promote the good 
of the church, so that their testimony in the case should be re- 
ceived with caution. 

It is no decisive evidence that the practice in question was 
truly apostolical because it is mentioned so early and claimed 
as such, and because there was not more express mention made 
of the opposition which must have been raised against its in^ 
troduction,if it had been an innovation. For the introduction 
VfsA gradual, probably in the way already stated. Also, a/, and 
pf^w»y to the period alladed to, the sentiment prevailed Aat 
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water bftptism waa necessary to salvatioDi and that it had the 
Tirttie ^f washing' away original sio, and of procuring divine 
forgiveness. Thid would naturally induce tne belief that it 
could iH>t have been the design of Christ to exclude infants 
therefrom, and consequently from salvation. And hence they 
would at length venture to confer what they conceived to be 
90 great a benefit upon the children. 

The difficulty arising from there not being more express 
mention made of opposition to this practice, is by no means 
insurmountable* It has already been shown that TertullijBin 
did make opposition to it^ — besides, if there had been no record 
of any opposition, the case would not have been pecuHar* For 
there is no record of any opposition being made at first to the 
practice of in/on/ communion, introduced about the same time with 
in/arU baptism^ and manifestly on the same gromd, vizAts being 
esfeniiul to sahation. It is evident that this practice prevailed 
lor a season, but who introduced it, or who opposed it, we are 
not told. A tradition was also claimed in those early times in 
favour of Episcopacy ; but we cannot ascertain its particular or- 
igin any more than in the case of infwt baptism. Accordingly 
Bishop Prideaux sayS;, that ^^ Pedobaptism rests on no other di- 
vine right than Episcopacy." Yet many Protestants reject the 
latter because they do not find it in the Bible ; and for the same 
reason we should reject the former. Besides, there is no no- 
tice taken of any opposition being made, at first, to the admission 
of sponsors in baptism, nor of the person, or church, that^s^ in- 
troduced them. Nor have we any account of the origin of the 
difference which then prevailed in li'egard to the proper time of 
keeping Easter. All we know of the case is, that such a dif- 
ference existed, and was the occasion of warm disputes between 
the eastern and western sections of the church. 

The want of information respecting the introduction of these 
several articles, or respecting the opposition which was raised 
against tbem, will goto relieve the difficulty pertaining to the 
introduction of infant baptism, by placingall on the same ^und. 

Although there is nothing very expreas on record, in oppoisi- 
tloQ to in&nt baptism, at the time the first mention is made of 
it, except what has been quoted from Tertnllian, there are 
subsequent accounts of Ibis opposition, which show that the 
date of it mAy be carried much further back than ^many are 
willing tp acknowledge. 

Doctor Gill afi^rms, that ^* there were laany and great debates 
about infant baptijsm at the fiat of the r^fiirmation, years befc^ 
the affair of Monster." 

He say4,:t)ie Bishop of Aries in iPrevence wrote to Pope la- 
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Bocent the third, under whom the Lateran eoum^il was held in 
1215, that ^^ some hereticks there had taught, that it was toao 
purpose to baptize children, nnee they could have no forgive* 
Bess of sins thereby, as having no faith, charity," &c. 

Further ; that ^^ there was a people called German hereticks, 
or publicans, who catne into England from Gascoigne in the 
year 1166, or a little before, who asserted that infants are not to 
foe baptized, till they come to the age of understanding. These 
were headed by Gerbardus and Dulcinus." 

Also, that St. Bernard, in a letter to the Earl of St. Gyles, 
in 1147, brings the following charge against Henry, from whom 
the people denominated Henricians were called, viz. ^^ the in- 
fants of Christians are hindered from the life, oif Christ, the 
grace of baptism being denied them." And that, about the 
same time, th€i same author, in his treatise upon the Canticles, 
notices a people called Apostolici, (probably the followers of 
Henry,) and charges them with saying that infants are not to be 
baptized." He says, '^ they laugh at us for baptizing infants.' ' 

Further : The Doctor says, that Peter D. Bruis, and Henry, 
his follower, both opposed infant baptism. That Peter, the 
abbot of Clugny, who wrote against them, charges them with 
saying, that '^ infants are not baptized, or saved, by the faith of 
another; but ought to be baptized and -saved by their own 
faith ; or that baptism without their own faith does not save ; 
and that those that are baptized in infancy, wbeu grown up, 
should be baptized again ; nof are they then re-baptized, but 
rather rightly baptized." Dr. Wall allows that these two men 
were Aoti-Pedobaptists, and their followers were very nume- 
rous. 

Doctor Gill further states, that Evervinus, of the diocess of 
Cologne, wrote a letter to St. Bernard, in 1140, giving an ac- 
count of some hereticks lately discovered in that country, con- 
cerning whom he says : '' They condemn the sacraments ex- 
cept baptism only, and this only in those who are come to age, 
who they say are baptized by Christ himself, whoever be the mi- 
nister of the sacrament. They do not believe in infant baptism, 
alleging that place of the gospel, ^* he that believeth and is 
baptized shall foe saved." 

That " Bruno and Berengarius, about the year 1035, opposed 
infant baptism." 

That Deododwia, Bishop of Liege, in a letter to Henry I. 
king of England, says, " There is a report come out of France, 
and which goes through all Germany, that these two do maintain 
that the Lord's body (the Host) is nof^the body, but a shadow 
and figure of the Lord's body, and that they do disannul lawful 
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marriages ; and, as far as in them ITeSy overthrow the baptism of; 
mfants." 

And that ^< Ouiidalphus and hk fdloWers^ about this times 
opposed in£uit bs^ptism*" Dr. Milner admits that '^ this people 
objected particularly to the baptbm of infemts, because they 
were incapable of understandiog, or confessing the truth.'* 
They are said to have been considerably numerous in Flanders 
and elsewhere, and they were condemned in a council held af 
Arras in 1025. 

It appearS) also, that the Lollards in England were opposers 
of infant baptism ; for it is said they maintained <^ that infants 
be sufficiently baptized if their parents be baptized before 
them." 

Yea, it appears from the concession of Dr. Mo^eim,a learn* 
ed Fedobaptist, in his Ecclesiastical History, that the origin of 
this opposition to infant baptism cannot be fixed at any period 
short of that of the apostles. He says: " The true origin of 
that sect which acquired the denomination of Anabaptists, by 
their administering anew the rite of baptism to those who came 
over to their communion, and derived that of Mennonites, from 
that famous man to whom they owe the greatest part of their 
felicity, is hid in the remote depths of mUiquityj and of course, 
is extremely difficult to be ascertained." He further says : 
^^ It may be observed, in the first place, Uiat the Mennonites are 
not entirely mistaken when they boast of their descent from 
the Waldenses, Petrobrossians, and other ancient sects who 
are usually considered witnesses of the truth in the times of 
universal darkness and superstition. Before the rise of Luther 
and Calvin, there lay concealed in almost all the countries of 
Europe, particularly in Eohemia, Moravia, Switzerland, and 
Germany, many persons, who adhered tenaciously to the follow- 
ing doctrine, which the Waldenses, Wickliffites, and Hussites 
had maintained, some in a more disguised, and some in a more 
open and publick manner, viz. &at the kingdom of Christ, or 
the visible church he established on earth, was an assembly of 
true and real saints, and ought to be inaccessible to the wicked 
and unrighteous, and also exempt from ali those institutions 
which human prudence suggests to oppose the progress of ini- 
quity, or to correct and reform transgressors. This maxim is 
the true source of all the peculiarities that are to be found in 
the religious doctrine and discipline of the Mennonites ; and it 
is most certain that the greatest pa/tt of these peculiarities were 
approved of by many of those who, before the dawn of the re- 
formation, entertained the notion already mentioned relating to 
the visible church of Christ.*' 
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This is virtually admitting that the Waldenses were ancient- 
ly Anti*Pedobaptist8, or at least many of them. This also i» 
capable of other proof. Of course, the opposition to infant 
baptism is carried back to the severUh century ^ for that is the pe- 
riod in which these people ^' fled k»ta Ae yaileys." This view 
of the subject is corroborated by the testimony of Reinerous 
Sacc0| as'quoted by Mosheim's translator, in a note, vol. iii. pr 
316, ^< who lived about eighty years after Peter Waldo, (i. e. 
in the twelfth century,) and who" persecuted these people, and 
speaks of them as a sect which had flourished above five Aun- 
dred years j (which term carries ns back to the seventh century.) 
Nay, he mentions authors of note who make their antiquity 
amount to the apostolick age." 

It is evident, therefore, that infant baptism has been long and 
faithfully opposed — opposed as well as fnainUmedy by eminent 
men — men that have forsaken aff forChrist : and that no peri- 
od short of the apostolick age can be assigned when this oppo- 
sition first commenced. Although the baptisn^of infants, or, at 
least, of small children before they could give a reason of their 
hope, began to be practised in the forepart of the third century, 
and subsequently , for a long time, appears to have generally pre* 
vailed, it does not appear that it has eFer beeo' practised umvet' 
sally. There is reason to believe there have always been op- 
posers to it, when it has been carried to its greatest height. And 
as to the practice of the truly primitive church, I have abun- 
dantly shown from the scripture records themselves^ that it was 
altogether against it^ and in favour only of the baptism of be^ 
lievers. 
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CHAPTEB XVII. 

Ckmtaining remarks oi» Female Gmmumanf and ike OiaMge of 

the Sabbaih. 

Many allege tbat Oe fbregoing view of the n^are of posi- 
CiTe iostitatioiUy and the demand which has been made for an 
explicit warrant in the ease of infant baptism, will lead to the 
exclusion of females fromrthe Lord's table, and to the denial of 
the change of the Sabbath. 

In regard to the first, it is plead that there is no explicit war» 
rant for the admission of females to communion ; but that their 
right is based merelj on inference and analoggr—- the same kind 
of proof which is offered in the other csise. This statement, 
however, will be found, on examination, to beinconect. 

An ea^licit warrani is a plain and paeiHve expression of the 
will of Christ in the institution itself which contains the duty, 
Of a plain apostolick example in relation to the case. 

And such a warrant is manifestly furnished in regard to fe* 
Biale communion. For, 

1 . The order to* attend upon die supper was given to disewks: 
without regiurd to sex. Our Lord, mamfestly brake bread io the 
twelve, at first, not as apoetks^ nw as ordimrymmsiere^ nor as 
nun in distinction from xoomea ; but as diedpks* The occasion 
was one on which he was present, witb his own particular fam.- 
ily, which consisted of the twelve, for the purpose of celebrate 
ing the passover according to-custom. To these, merely in the 
character of duc^/Sss, he brake the symbolick bread, sajring, 
^ Do tins in remembrance of me.''' This command obviously 
includes other disciples— yea, all: others, down to his second 
coming, without regard to sex, '^ In*^^ Christ, there is neither 
mak nor femak ;^^ but all *< lire oos^'^ 

2. It is perfectlv obvious that this ordinance was celebrated 
by the whole ehurch of Jerusalem, wluebcoDsisted of make and 
famake. 

That it consisted, in part^ otjimaka, appears from the consi- 
deration that the assembly on the day of Pentecost was promis-^ 
^moas ; that| agreeably to the prophecy of Joel| referred: to on; 
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that occasion, Acts,ii. 17, 18 — ^the Spirit was poured oatupoc 
<< God's 9on9 and daughters j servants and handmaids ;^^ that 
<' the Lord added to the church daily such as should be saved," 
without regard t5 sex ; and that ^^ believers were the more ad- 
ded to the Lord, multitudes, boUioC men and iDomen." So that 
here is positive proof that women belonged to that church as 
welt as men, being alike baptized upon a profession of their 
faith. And it is expressly said, that ^' all that ieUeved were to- 
gether ;" and that ^' they continued steadfastly in the apostle's 
doctrine afad fellowship, and in breaMng of breads and ia 
prayers." Here, then, the proof is positive, that women par- 
took of the supper, in common with men. It is plainly record- 
ed, that they believed and were added to the Lord ^ and that 
all fhat believed were together, and continued in the apostle's 
doctrine and fellowship, and in breaking of bread. The proof 
is just as express for female' as for male communion. 

3. There were women, also, in the church of Samaria : Acts, 
viii. 12. ^< For when the Samaritans '< believed Philip preach- 
ing the things concerning the kingdom of Gk>d,.and the^ name 
of Jesus Christ, they were baptized, both men and women." 
The communion of that* church, also, must have included^ fe*^ 
males 9iS Vfell M males, 

4. There is both an express order to the church of Corinth, 
as c^-bodtfy consisting of males SLud females j to celebrate the sup- 
per, and dii^express record that they did so. 

That this church consisted of women as well as men, appears 
from I. Cor. x. 34,35 : ^^Let^our women keep silence in the 
churches ; for it is not permitted unto them to speak. If they 
will leatn any thing, let them ask their husbands at home ; for 
it is a shame for women to speak in the church." 

The order to that church to observe the supper is in chap, xis 
23. ^^ Foe I have received of the Lord that which slaoldeH- 
vered unto youy that the Lord Jesus the same night in which he 
was betrayed took bread,. &c# The pronoun you^ includes the 
churdh-coUectivelgj females as well as males^ for of such it con- 
sisted. And the order was to the whole chtarch. Hence the 
institution itself, as- repeated and enjoined by Paul, contains a&i 
explicit warrant for female communion. 

Besides, the apostle says, chap. x. 16, 17, << The cup of 
blessing whiclv we bless, is it not the communion of the blood 
of Christ? The bread which we break, is it not the com- 
munion of the body of Christ? For we, being many,*are one 
bread, and one- body; for we are all partakers of that one 
bread." Here, therefore, is a plain and positivo record, thai 
the Corinthian church did all partake ol the supper. It is- 
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just as obvious that the females partook of it as it is that the 
males did. They are iDcluded in the pronoun ^< tee,'' and in 
the adjective <* a///' as it is evident at first sight. 

The proof) then, is explicit, that there were ufomen in that 
church— that the church coUecHvehf was ordered to attend upon 
the supper ; and that they actuaUy did so. Besides, the last 
clause of the last cited passage, viz. ^' we are all partakers of 
tiiat one bread," includes all other Christians, so that the case 
of that church was not peculiar. 

It is 9aid, indeed, verse 2S^ '^ But let a man examine himself, 
and so let him eat of that bread, and drink of that cup ;" but 
this does in na measure restrict the privilege of communion to 
males ; for the word omthroposj (man,) is here, as in many oth- 
er places, evidently used as a name for the species^ and not to 
distingmsh a man from a wamaxi^ 

In view, therefore, of all this, the warrant for female com- 
i&union is, properly speaking, explicit y and not based upon in- 
ference and analogy. 

Let such testimony be brought in the case of infant baptism, 
and it will suffice. 

But in relation to that subject, as we have seen, all is silent. 
There is not so much as a plain and necessary inference from 
scriptural premises in support of it. 

In regard to the change of the Sabbath, I would remark, that 
this is a moral duty, in part, at least ; and, therefore, the sub- 
ject will admit of proof by way of inl^rence and analogy. So 
far, at least, as the institution respects the keeping ol 9^ seventh 
part of time kohf^ it is of a moral nature ; otherwise it would not 
U&ve been inserted in the moral law, but have been placed in 
the eeremonial. It being, therefore, a moral precept, the above 
kind of proof maybe brought in relation to the change from the 
seventh to the first day of the week. There are now the same 
leasons for observing the latter ^ which thei« were anciently for 
observing the former. 

2. The example of the Apoatles and pimitive Christians, is 
in favour of this change. The first day of the week was ob- 
served by them as a day of religious worship, and breaking of 
breads It is, hence, denominated the Lord's day in distinction 
from other days, which is a plain intimation of the change. — 
Moreover, it was particularly distinguished and honoured by 
Christ's appearing thereon to his disciples after his resurrection* 

There is reason, also, to conclude that the apostle Paul al- 
ludes to this change, and to the iVeto Testament Sabbath in Heb. 
iv. 9: ^^ There remaineth therefore a rest (in the Greek, Sab'-^ 
batismos^ a Sabbath) to the people o£God.?' 



PART II. 

THE DIFFERENT MODES OF ADMINISTERING THE ORDINANCE 
OF BAPTISM IN USE AMONG THE CHURCHES SHOWN TO BE 
VALID. 



CHAPTER I. 

Containing an examination of the Greek wordy baptizo. 

The question at issue, is not whether immersion be a valid 
mode of baptism. This no one disputes. But whether it be 
the only valid mode, or whether the other modes in use, ylz^ 
washing, pouring and sprinkling, are not valid also. My ob- 
ject is to show that these modes are valid, as well as immersion. 
And to that end, I will commenee wjith an examination of the 
Greek work, baptizo; the word used in the institution. 

This word signifies ^< to immerse^ to waehj or to wetJ*^ There- 
fore, if we keep vnthin the proper scope or meaning of this 
term, the baptism, if otherwise correct, is valid. In regard to 
the action of baptizing, the apostles were directed to do what 
this word imports. If therefore it signify washing in general 
as well as immersion, then any kind of washing, by a proper 
officer, in the name of the Trinity, is baptism. . 

That baptizo signifies to wash, or to wety as well as to %mmer$€y 
we have the testimony, in the first place, of the best iexicogra- 
phers» 

It is rendered into Latin, ^< mergoj latOy*^ the English of 
which is, (in the infinitive mood,) ^' to immerse j to, washy or to 
wet.^^ Washing, then, is one of its significations. The Greeks 
used it to denote both immersion and washing in general. The 
import was not confined to immersion, either in classical wri- 
tings or common conversation. 

If, therefore, washing comes within the proper import of this 
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term, it is a valid mode of baptism, whether the subject be 
applied to the water, or the water to the subject. 

When it is admitted that baptizo means to immerse, many 
seem to think it is proved that this is the only valid mode of 
baptizing. There is great account often made of this admisfflon, 
as though it decided the wh(^e controversy. 

But in truth it proves no more than that immersion is a valid 
mode of baptism, without afi^cting (he validity of other modes. 

Take this admission, whieh is made by many learned Fedo- 
baptist authors, apart fiom what they further say respecting the 
import of baptizOf and it would, indeed, appear to have great 
weight ; because it would represent them as yielding the ground 
to the Baptists, and as contradicting their own practice. 

But these authors^have immediately added, that it signifies 
also to washj towety or to cleanse* It is unfair, therefore, to quote 
only a part of their testimony, viz. so far as it contains an ad- 
mission that this Oreek term means to immerse^ while they 
main tain in the same connexion, and with equal plainness and 
eonfidence, that it means also to waeh^ or to apply water in any 
mode. From 9^ partial quoting of the testimony of these authors, 
(which I am sorry to say is frequently done,) one would be 
ready to think the cause of immersion triumphant. Whereas, 
when it is q^ioted entire, it yields no support to that cause : i. e. 
it affords no proof that immersion is the only valid baptism. 

These authors admit no more than every one admits who is 
acquainted with the subject, viz. that one of the meanings of 
baptizo is to immersej wnile he maintains that it signifies also to 
wash or to cleanse in any mode. 

I am willing to allow the Baptists every thing which can be 
reasonably claimed from the import of this word. And this I 
have already done. It signifies to immerse^ to wash, or to wet. 

But this admission does not determine in which of these 
senses it is used when it pertains to the ordinance of Christian 
baptism. The word may be oftener used to denote immersion 
than washing; but this will not prove that it means immersion, 
exclusively, when applied to this subject. There is nothing in 
this circumstance which necessarily restricts its import to im- 
mersion.^ It may notwithstanding,when applied to this ordinance, 
be used in the other sense, and this may be sufficiently indica- 
ted by the circumstances of the case. At any rate, it plainly 
includes the other sense, so as to determine that waslung in any 
mode is baptism as well as immersion. 

It is ^lead in favour of the first rendering of this term, that it 
is a derivative from baptOj the meaning of which is to dip, ta 



MODE OF BAPTISM. 155 

phmge ail over inwaier; consequently, that this al$o means to 
immerse, and that only. 

But Uiis conclusion will 'not follow, allowing the truth of the 
premises. For the very circumstance that bapHzo is a deriva- 
tire from iopto, shows that its import is less. The full meaning 
of the root^ or primUiive word^ is not ordinarily retained in the 
deiivatite. Allowing, therefore, that hapto means to dip exelU' 
nvelyy'we cannot justly infer that baptizo means also to dip and 
nothing else: font the natural inference is, diat its common 
signification is something short of dipping. To wash in any 
mode, is a meaning which well suits a dsrivative from bapto. 
Accordingly, some of the best writers have said that the proper 
meaning of baptizo is to wash in general^ and that it only signi- 
fies to immerse J as that is one mode of washing. 

The inconclusiveness of this argument is still more evident, 
from the circumstance that bapto itselj does not invariably mean 
to dip. ^In Daniel, iv. 33, it plainly signifies to wetj or to sprin- 
kle; fox it would not be proper to say that Mebuchadnezzar was 
dipt in the dew of Heaven ; but he was ^< wet with itj'*^ as the 
passage is rendered, or the dew was distilled upon him. 

The common meaning, however, of bapto, is to dip. But it is 
never applied to the- ordinance of baptism. The Saviour has 
employed a term of more extended, or general import. 

Th^t baptizo signifies to wash as well as to immerse, appears, 
in the second place, from the use of it in the Scriptures, when 
applied to other purifications than that of baptism. The trans* 
lators have rendered it in this sense ; and a careful examina- 
tion of. the several passages will show that they have rendered 
it correctly. 

The first is Mark, vii. 4 : '< And when they come from the 
market, except they wash, (in the Greek, ^ ean me baptisontdi,^ 
i. e. except they baptize,) they eat not : and many other things 
there be which they have received to hold as the washing (m 
the Greek, * haptismous,^ baptisms) of cups, and pots, brazen 
vessels, and of tables.'' The translation in both cases is man- 
ifestly correct, except in the latter, the word, <^ baptismous," 
should have been rendered in the plural, washings. In the first 
clause, reference appears to be had to the custom of washing 
hands, or at most to the washing of the more exposed parts of the 
' body. And in the latter, to the different methods of washing or 
cleansing the articles described. The word being plural, de- 
notes different methods of applying water, or the applying of it 
in any mode. And the tables, from their size and peculiar con- 
struction, could not have been immersed in water without great 
inconvenience^ as every one must see who is acquainted with 
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the customs of those limes. These tables were evidently wcLsh- 
ed by applying water to them. 

Again, Luke xi. 37, 38 : <' And as he spake, a certain Phari- 
see besought him to dine with him : and he went in, and sat 
down to meat ; and when the Pharisee saw it, he marvelled 
that he had not first washedy (in the Greek, '^ oti ou protm ebap- 
tisthcy^ i. e. that he was not first baptized^) before dinner." The 
occasion for wonder here, on the part of the Pharisee, was evi- 
dently our Lord's not having washed his hands before dinner ; 
and not his not having been immersed, '' for the Pharisees and 
all the Jews, except they wash their hands q/if, (or, with the fist, 
as it is when strictly rendered,) eat not." 
^ Another passage in which <^ baptizo,^'* in a substantive form, 
is used in the sense of washing, is Heb. ix. 10 : ^' Which stood 
only in meats and drinks, and diverse 'washings, (in the Greek, 
' diaphorois baptismois,' i; e. diverse baptisms) and carnal ordi- 
nances, imposed on them until the time of reformation." Here 
is a plain allusion to the various ablutions appointed by^the law, 
some of which were performed in one mode, and som^ in anoth- 
er : some were performed on ^part of the body, and some on 
the whole. Yet they are all called baptisms, which shows con- 
clusively that baptizo denotes washing in general, and is by no 
means confined to the sense of immersion. 

Moreover, it would be absurd to speak of different immersions, 
when immersion is but one simple act, especially as the word, 
diaphorois, here used to quality " baptismms,^'* denotes, not 
simply ''^diverse washings,'*^ but different sorts, or kinds of wash- 
ings. But to speak of different sorts or kinds of dippings, would 
be grossly absurd. The terms are, therefore, rightly translated, 
diverse, or different washings ^ which is a plain proof of the 
correctness of the above definition of baptizo. 

Again : this word appears to be used in this sense, I Cor. x. 
1,2: " Moreover, brethren, I would not have you ignorant 
how that all our fathers were under the cloud, and all passed 
through the sea ; and were all baptized (in the Greek, ehapti" 
zanto) unto Moses in the cloud and in the sea." The baptism 
received in this case was manifestly not an immersion in water ; 
but merely a washing, wetting, or sprinkling. They were nei- 
ther plunged into the cloud nor into the sea. They were no 
more than washed or wet with rain from the one, and with sprays 
from the other. Hance, in evident allusion to this baptism of the 
congregation of Israel, David says, Ps. Ixxvii. 16, 17, "The 
waters saw thee, God, the waters saw thee, they were 
afraid, the depths also were troubled. The clouds poured 
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out waiery the skies sent out a sound : thine arrows also went 
abroad." 

Again ; he says, Psalms, Ixviii. 9 : ^' Thou, O God, didst send 
a plentiful rain, whereby thou didst confirm thine inheritance, 
when it was weary." These passages explain the baptism in 
the cloud. It was by rain therefrom ; which probably took place 
" when the pillar of tjie cloud went from before their face and 
stood behind them." In passing over their heads, that it might 
Gome between the camp of the Egyptians and the camp of 
Israel, (see Exodus, xiv. 20.) it distilled upon the latter a re- 
freshing rain : whence they are said to have been ^< baptized 
unto Moses in the clouds'*'* And they were baptized also unto 
him ^^in the sea^^^ not by being immersed in it, for <^ they went 
through the midst of it on dry ground, and the waters were a 
wall unto them on the right hand and on the left ;" but by a 
mist^ or by sprays from the sea. 

Again ; our LoFd says, Luke, xii. 50 : ''I have a baptism 
(in the Greek, baptisma) to be baptized with, and how am I 
straitened tiirit be accomplished!" It is much more natural 
to understand the term here to mean wa^hing^ wetting, or baihing^ 
than immersion* For we are told that during his agony in the 
garden, ^' his sweat was as it were great drops of blood falling 
down to the ground ;" and while on the cross, the blood issued 
from his wounds and overspread, or bathed his body. 

Again ; we are told, John, iii. 25, 26, that " there arose a 
question among some of John^s disciples and the Jews about 
purifying ; and they came unto John, and said unto him, Rabbi, 
tie that was with thee beyond Jordan, to whom thou bearest 
witness, Ihe same baptizeth, and all men come to him." This 
dispute about jpt^/yin^ being illustrated, or defined, by an allu« 
sion to Christ's baptizing^ shows that purifying and baptizing 
mean the same thing. The subject vdiich agitated some of 
John's disciples, in as much as they were zealous for their ' 
master's interest and honour, was the baptism performed by 
Christ, and its Mceptability with the people. If, therefore, we 
can determine how this purifying was performed, 'we shall be 
assisted in determining the mode of baptism . One thing is cer- 
tain respecting this purifying, viz. that it was not necessarily, 
or invariably, performed by immersing the whqk body in water. 
This appears from the size of the*vessels made use of for the 
purpose, which was not sufficient for immersion ^ See John, ii. 
6 : *^ And there were set there six water-pots of jstone, after the 
manner of the purifying of the Jews, containing two or three 
firkins apiece." The purifying, then, might have been, yea, must 
/have been, in some instances at least, performed in some mode 

14 
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short of immersion* It was a mere partial washing^ or bathing-^^ . 
the washing of the face, the hands, or some other part of the 
body. Baptism being here represented as being the same with 
purifying, must have been, or at least might have been, some- 
thing short of a totalimmersion. 



^ 
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CHAPTER n. 

Containing an examination of the Greek wordy ^' louo," as used 

to denote the ordinance of baptism. 

The application of ^Wouo,"- (the appropriate meaning of 
Trhieh is to wash) to the ordinance of baptism, tends to confirm 
the preceding remarks. This term, in its different declinations, 
is several times employed to denote the action of baptizing. 
And its import is as broad as that of the English term, wash, 
which describes an action performed by putting a person or 
thing into the water, or by applying the water to either, in any 
mode whatever; although it usually denotes some degree of 
friction or rubbing* When a person is said to be washed, no 
more is commonly or necessarily implied than the washing of 
the exposed parts of the body, or some one of them. Hence 
our Saviour said^ in reply to Peter's request that he would 
wa^h not only his feet ^ but his hands, and his head, ^^ He that is 
washed, needeth not save to wash his feet, but is clean every 
whit.'^ 

The application of louo to the ordinance of Christian Bap*- 
tism, shows that baptizo, when applied to the same, is used in 
the sense of to wash rather than that of to immerse. Immersion, 
then, is not essential to the vaUdUy of the ordinance, because 
washing may be performed in other modes as well as in that. 

One of the passages in which louo is so applied in the fornau 
of a subfitantive. is £ph. v. 25, 26 : ^' Ohrist loved the chur^, 
and gare himself for it, that he might sanctify and cleanse it 
with the washing of water (in the Greek, " to loutro tou huda^ 
<oa") by the word." There can be no doubt that Christian 
baptism is the thing here referred to, and described. There 
is no other application of water in use in the Christian church 
to which it can be understood to refer; and it must be obvious to 
every one, that the significant and expressly appointed ordinance 
of baptism is meant. This is an outward cleansing represent- 
ing the inward by the Holy Ghost, and it is here denominf ted 
simply a washing with water. From which it is evident, that 
the leading idea of baptism is a washing or clearising^ a purifi-- 
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cation^ or a putting away the filth of the flesh — a significant ce* 
remony which the Lord has seen meet to appoint and continue 
in the church, as a publick jbadge of discipleship^ and an out" 
ward repreBentation or symbol of the purifying work of the Spi- 
rit through the instrumentality of the word. li does not, of it* 
fielf, save ; but it is simply an act of obedience — an appointed 
and significant purification, /ynmemon, then, is evidently not 
essential, but washing in any other mode is alike valid. 

Another passage in which. /ouo is applied to baptism, is Heb. 
s:. 22 : ^' Let us draw near with a true heart, in- the full assur- 
ance of faith, having our hearts sprinkled Irom an evil con-* 
science, and our bodies washed (in the Greek, leloumenoi) 
with puie water." Leloumenoi is a participle from lottoy which, 
as before observed, means to wash in general. 

Christian baptism is here again undoubtedly referred to, and 
is expressly represented as a washing j which affords another 
conclusive testimony that baptizoy when applied to this ordi- 
nance, is used in the sense of to V7a8A, rather than that of to 
immerse. Atay application of water which may be termed a 
washing or cleansing^ is a real baptism, though in ever so small a 
degree. 

Again : A similar application is made of louo in the form of a 
substantive, in Titus, iii. 5 : <^ Not by works of righteousness 
which we have done, but according to nis mercy, he saved us by 
the washing (in the Greek, loutrou) of regeneration and renew- 
ing of the Holy Ghost.'* " The washing of regeneration" pro- 
bably denotes baptism^ a ^^ being horn of water ^^^ as regenera- 
tion itself is called, in the next words, '* the renevnng of the 
Holy Ghost." The latter expression would be a tautology if 
the former denoted regeneration itself. Baptism is probably 
meant by the first phrase^sjid if so, it is called a washing. 

And provided regeneration itself is denoted by this phrase, it 
is manifestly called a washing in allusion to the washing used in 
bflptism ; so that, in either sense, baptism is represented as a 
washing. 

A similar application is made of UmOy I. Cor. vi. 11 : ^^ And 
such were some of you ; but ye ctre washed^ (in the Greek, 
^' apelousasthe,^^ which is compounded of apo and louoy) but 

Ie are sanctified, but ye are justified in the name of the Lord 
esus, and by the Spirit of our God." The words, " but ye 
are washedy*^ evidently relate to baptism, and are the same as to 
say, " but ye are baptizedJ^ For if we should say they de- 
note the inward change^ or purification^ the next words, viz. 
** but ye are sanctified^^ would be a mere tautology. 
But even if we should say he means the same inward cleans^- 
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ing by both phrases, it will be evident, from the manner;^ in 
which this is ejxpressed, that the outward cleansing by baptism is 
a washing too. 

Again ; Annanias said to Paul, Acts xxii. 16 : ^^ And now 
why tarriest thou ? Arise and be baptized, and w€uh away (in 
the Greek, apolousai ) thy sins, calling on the name of the 
Lord." Here baptism is also represented as a washing. Not 
that it does really wash away sin, but only representatively or sym^ 
bolicallyy or it is an open expression and testimony of ti^at faith 
in Jesus whereby we obtain the remission of sins and are wash" 
ed in the fountain of his blood. At any rate^ the sense of wash* 
ing is plainly attributed to baptism. 

This sense is again attributed to it in John, xiii. 10 : <^ Jesus 
saith unto him, he that is washed (in the Greek, ^* o lel/oume- 
nos^^) needeth not, save to wash his feet, but is clean every 
whit." In whatever way this passage is explained, the leading 
idea of baptism is a washing. 

Seeing, therefore, that louo is applied in so many instances to > 
the ordinance of baptism, this is a strong argument in favour of 
understanding the "^ord baptizo in the sense of to washy rather 
than that of to immerse when it is applied to express this ordi- 
nance ; especially as it does itself evidently bear this render" 
ing^ and is so employed and rendered in several passages of scrip- 
ture, as we have seen. 

Hence the mode of imm^sion is included in its signification 
only as it is one form of washing, while washingy in ony other 
modey is equally valid. 

Could it be even proved that the apostles generally — yea, 
universally performed baptism by immersion^ this would not 
prove that no other mode is valid. The form of applying wa" 
ter is a mere circumstance which does not affect the validity of 
the ordinance. If the apostles practised immersion only^ this 
would show that it is the preferable mode; that no other is 
so proper an^ expressive ; but it would not absolutely nullify 
other modes. 

Because, the word baptizoy used in the commission, admits of 
a greater latitude of meaning, both as used in the scriptures 
and in the classicks ; and because louoj aword which appropri- 
ately means to washy without determining, the mode, is applied 
to the same, ordinance. And therefore, if we keep within the 
proper scope of these terms, we perform a valid. baptism* We are 
bidden to teach, and baptize ; and if to baptize be to immersey or 
(0 wash with water in any mode, then if we do either, we exe- 
<!ute the commission*. 

1.4* 



162 



MODE OP BAPTISM^ 



Bat it is far from being decisirelj proved thfit the apostles 
practised immersioD, and that onlj. We have not found such 
proof from either of the words used tp express this ordinance,, 
nor shall we, 1^7 the examination of any other declaration or; 
circumstance pertaining to the subject. 
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OHAPTEB III. 

The figurative impoft of baptism examine A 

Tms Baptifts make considerable account of the flguroHve im- 
port of baptism. It in considered as representing a &atkj burial^ 
and resurr^cHonj or, at least, a burial and resurrection; hui 
nence immersUmtB regarded as tbe (mhj vtkUdmodef 

This Tiew of the snbject is grounded prinqipally upon two 
passages. The first is Rom. vi. 4 : *< Therefore we are buried 
with him by baptism into death, that like as Christ was raised 
up from the dead by the glory of the Father, even so we also 
should walk in newness of life.'' The other is Colos. ii. 12 : 
"Buried with him in baptism, wherein also ye are risen with 
him, through the faith of the operation of God, who hath raised 
him from fie d^.?' 

In regard to the application of scripture figures, it must be re- 
marked that great care and prudence are required, lest we make 
them mean more than the author intended. By giving them 
too Hterai an interpretation, many gross errours have obtained 
in the church in successive ages. 

It is of considerable importance to the right understanding of 
these jiassages to ascertain what is referred to by boing buried 
with Christy or what burial of him is meant. Is the allusion 
made to his baptism^ or to his burial in the tomb subsequent to 
his crucifixion? The argument from this source in favour of 
immersion, seems to pointus to his baptism, taking it for granted 
that he was buried in the water, and maintaining that tbe primi- 
tive Christians are said to be ^^ buried with him," by being 
baptized in the same mpde. But if we di^ly examine the sub- 
ject, we shall find that the allusion is to his burial in the tomb, 
and not in the water. - ** Know ye not, says the apostle, that so 
many of us as vere baptized into Jesus Christ "were baptized 
into his death. Therefore we are buried with him by baptism 
into death ; that like as Christ was raised up frrOm the dead 
(not from the water) by the glory of . Gk>d, we also should walk 
ia. newness of life." The words, "that like as Christ was 
raised op^/rOfTi tfce cfccerf," show concloaively that the reference. 
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is made, not to his baptism, but to his burial in the tomb. Our 
being buried with Christ does, indeed, imply that he was 
buried; not in the water, but merely in the tomb. The 
concluding clause of the passage from Colossians teaches the 
same thing. ^' Through the fieiith of the operation of Grod, who 
hath raised him from the dead.'*'* 

The question, then, before us, is, in what sense are we ssid 
to he buried mth Christ in his tomb which was hewn out of a 
rock, by baptism^ and risen with him from the same ? Baptism, 
it will be observed, is not itself a burial j but rather the cause 
which produces a burial. ^^ Buried with YAmby baptism," or 
'^ in baptism." If baptism be merely the cause, andihe bprial 
the effect, these passages do not determine the mode of ad- 
ministration. A figurative burial^ which is the effecty may be 
produced by baptism in any other mode, as well as ia that of 
immersion. The whole effect of baptism is represented to be a 
death and burial unto sin, and a resurrection to fewness of life. 

Hence, if the baptism intended be outward baptism, the 
meaning must be that we hereby signify and profess to be dead 
and buried to sin, as Christ died for sin, or that we profess to 
be crucified to the world and separated from its lusts, like as 
a person who is dead and buried is, thereby, separated from 
living men ; and that we profess also to be alive unto God 
through Jesus Christ. Moreover, we hereby profess to ground 
all our hopes of purification, pardon, and happiness, upon the 
death, burial and resurrection of Christ — to have communion 
with him therein-^and to derive spiritual quickening,, purifica- 
tion and nutriment therefrom, through the effectual working of 
the Holy Spirit., We are also hereby brought under the highest 
obligations to walk in newness of life. 

Now, it is manifest that all this may be signified and pro- 
fessed by one mode of baptism as well as by another. 

If it be allowed, that one mode is more striking^ and more ex- 
pressive of these things than another, any mode of applying 
water answers the great design^ because it is an outward pwrifi- 
catiouj in receiving which we profess our faith in Jesus, who 
was crucified, andburied^ and is risen agai^ for our justification 
and salvation. 

But if spiritual baptism be referred to in these passages, (and 
there are several considerations in favour of .this interpretation,) 
then the above effects, or consequences, are really produced.. 

I would here remark, that Christ expressly promised to ^' bap- 
tize his disciples with the Holy Ghost." It is also said, " by 
one spirit are we all baptized into. one body, whether we be; 
lews or Greeks." And Peter speaks of a baptism distinct fronti 
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^' the putting away of the filth of the flesh,'' viz. << the answer 
of a good conscience towards God." 

Inasmuch, therefore, as there is a spiritual baptism commtm 
to ail beUeverSj and as this is vastly the most imp^urtant kind of 
baptism, the apostle may be reasonably supposed to refer to 
this in these passages. Especially, as there are effects attribu- 
ted to it which can be strictly affirmed of no other : viz. a death 
unto sin, and a resurrection to spiritual life. 

Besides, in connexion with the passage quoted from the 
epistle to ihe Romans, the apostle speaks of a crucifixion also ; 
but it is not the crucifixion of the Kteral bodvy but of the ^^ old 
many^^ or body of sin. The burial spoken o^ therefore, may be 
naturally understood to belong to the old man too, the same body 
which is crucified with Christ ; (seeing that a Imrial is conse* 
quent upon a death.) In that case, spiritual baptism must be 
the thing referred to* 

This inteipretation is further sustained by the apostle's speak* 
ing in connexion vrith the passage quoted from Colossians of 
<^die circumcision made withoot hands,^' which indicates that 
the inward change and purification wrought in the hearts of 
Christians by the Holy Ghost is the thing intended by being 
btiried with Christ in baptism. 

We cannot, therefore, infer any thing conclusively from 
these passages in favour of immersion as the only valid mode. 
It will no more follow that we must be immersed in water 
because we are said to be buried with Christ in bapti«m, than 
it will that our bodies must be literally crucified^ or that some- 
thing must be performed upon them resembling a crucifixion, 
because we are said to be crucified with him. Again ; it will 
no more follow that immersion must necessarily be the mode, 
than it will that the ordinance must be administered in the 
form ofplantinoy because we are said to be ^^ planted together in 
the likeness of his death." 

We must not be too literal^ as before observed, in the appli* 
cation of figures, lest we run into the grossest absurdities* 
Their obvious design is to teach and impress some spiritual 
truth, or idea ; but not that every feature in the representation 
or image is to be applied to that truth, or idea ; or that we must 
always have, in all respects^ something answerable to the figure 
in that which is intended to be described. 

The spiritualidea intended to be described in these passa* 
ges is that of a death tOj and separation from sin^ and a recovery 
to holiness J which is really prw&iced by the baptism of the Spt«> 
rit, and explicitly profeisedj by outward baptism, whatever be 
the mode. - 
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Allowing the latter to be meant, viz. a baptism with water^ 
it is by no means necessary that we should have a form of bap- 
tism answering in all respects to this idea. Or if it were, it 
would be difficult to determine whether, on the whole, immer" 
sum would be a more perfect representation of it than washing 
in some other mode. 

The operation of the Spirit in producing the spiritual reno- 
vation, is commonly denoted by *' his being shed forth," ^^ or 
poured out," or by ^< his coming upon" the people of God, and 
not by their being immersed into him. In conformity to this 
representation. Christian baptism appears to be the thing refer- 
red to by the prophet Isaiah, chap. Hi. 15, in these words : 
*' So shall he sprinkle many nations ;" and by the prophet £ze- 
kiel, chap, xxxvi. 25, in these words : '^ Then will I sprinkle 
clean water upon you^ and ye shall be clean." These predic- 
tions both reLtte, unquestionably, to gospel times, and Christian 
baptism appears to be the thing referred to. Consequently, 
they decidedly favour the practice of applying water to the 
subject, and not of applying the subject to the water, as in 
immersion. 

There is another passage urged with much confidence in fa- 
vour of immersion as the only valid mode. It is Eph. iv. 5 : 
<< One Lord, one faith, one baptism." 

It is contended that water baptism is here meant, and that 
there being but one baptism^ implies that there is but one mode. 

It is by no means clear that water baptism is the one intended. 
There are weighty reasons for supposing the apostle refers to 
the spiritual baptism, which is emphatically one-— the common 
blessing and privilege of all the children of Grod. In that case 
it proves nothing in favour of this mode. 

But, allowing that water baptism is meant, it will not be 
necessary to consider immersion as essential to the oneness of 
the ordinance. The baptism may be emphatically one^ though 
the water be applied in different ways. AH which is necessary 
to its being one baptism, is that it should be administered to a 
proper subject by the sole authority of Jesus Christ in the name 
of the Trinity with the use of water. It is not said there is one 
mods of baptism, but simply one baptism. And if this be ad- 
ministered as just described, it is with obvious propriety de- 
nominated one, though performed in different ways : as there is 
one Lord^s Supper j too^-one simple ordinance^ designed to com- 
memorate the dying love of Christ ; and its oneness is not af- 
fected by the circumstance of its being received in an upper 
room, as at the first, or in a meeting house, school house, or pri- 
vate house, or in the open air, or in the posture of sitting, standi 
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ingy or kneeling ; or by the circumstance of coining to a table, 
or by that of the elements' being carried round to the difierent 
seats, or by its being administered on Friday, as at first, or on 
the Sabbath, or on any other day of the week. These things 
evidently do not affect the oneness of this ordinance ; neither 
f do the different applications of water in baptism affect the one- 

ness of that ordinance. 
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CHAPTER IV. 

i^ke circumstances attending the Administration of BaptUim con- 
sidered. 

There are several eircumstancefii connected with the perform- 
ance of this rite iu the primitive ages favourable to the mode 
of immersion ; and there are several, also, which are unfavour- 
able to it ; but nothing, in either case, which is decisive. 

As helonging to the first class of circumstances, We may no- 
tice the people's being baptized " in a river ;" their *' going 
down into and coming up out of the water ;" and John's " bap- 
tizing in Enon hecause there was much water there." 

In regard to the people's being baptized in a river ^ I would 
observe that they might have been baptized therein by washing^ 
pouring^ or sprinkhng^ as well as by immersion. Christ might 
have been baptized in the river of Jordan in either of these 
modes. To be washed in that river, although the application of 
water was made only to a part of his body, might have been 
very naturally the mode. 

But, it will be inquired, why did they repair to this river for 
baptism, instead of fetching the water from it, or from some 
other fountain, seeing but little water was required in any other 
mode except in that of immersion ? I will answer this ques* 
tion by asking another. Why did the women mentioned in the 
xvi. chap, of Acts repair to the diver's side where prayer was 
wont to be made ? or why was prayer wont to be made there ? 
This place could not have been selected for the purpose of bap- 
tism, because the ordinance was not known among them till 
Paul came there and preached. The selection, therefore, 
was evidently made for its pleasantness and convenience. So 
in the other case. The banks of Jordan afforded a pleasant 
and eonveniecFt place for a field-preacher to labour in like John 
the Baptistt. And then it would be very natural to baptize the 
converts in or at the river. There is no mention tnade here or 
ekewhercy of their going from the place of preaching to obtain 
baptism. This place, therefore, might have been selected be- 
:<>ause of its pleasantness and convenience for jnreaching, and the 

16 
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accommodation of the multitudes in other respects than that of 
haptism. Besides, the great number who applied for baptism 
made it convenient to go to the river itself, especially as the 
preaching took place on its banks. Moreover, it might have 
been thought preferable to go to a river or fountain of water, 
when convenient, and take the water from thence, or to wash 
therein, because it was considered as more fully and strikingly 
representing the fulness of the gospel provisions, than the bring- 
ing of water in a vessel. 

As to the circumstance of their going down into the water, 
and coming up out of it, I would remark, that allowing; they 
actually did so, it will not prove immersion to be the mode. Gor- 
ing into the water was not baptism. For the baptism was tu^- 
sequently performed, as it is clear from the case of Philip and 
the eunuch. Whether in that case, or in any other, the sub- 
ject was immersed^ or washed in some part of his body, or had 
water applied by pouring or sprinkling y we are not informed. 
And we must not be wise above what is written, if, indeed, 
baptizo meant only to immerse^ it would be clear that the sub- 
ject was immersedy but as it does not merely mean this, the man- 
ner of the baptism is undecided from the circumstance in ques- 
tion. To go into the water for the purpose of tvashing is not at 
all unnatural. 

Besides, it is well known by all that have access to the scrip- 
tures in the original Greek, that the prepositions translated 
" into^^ and " out of^^ might have been correctly rendered to 
dJ^difrmn. They are often so rendered. The preposition *' ««," 
is rendered tOy or untOy nearly as many times in the l^iew Testa- 
ment as it is into. The preposition '' opo," which is translated 
" out q/*," in Mat. iii. 16, and Mark, i. 10, is translated ^^from^^ 
more than five times as often as it is " out of.^^ And the pre- 
position " eAr," which is translated " out o/*" in Acts, viii. 39, is 
also translated ^^from'^^ oftener than " out of.^^ So that from 
the ordinary use of these prepositions, the balance of evidence 
is in favour of rendering them " /o" and "/rw/i," instead of 
" into^^ and " out ofJ^"* If, then, these words might have been 
as properly, or more properly, translated to and fromy then all 
which is necessary to be understood from the record is, that 
they went down tOy and came up/rom, the water. It may seem 
strange that these Greek terms were thus indeliDite, and that 
they will admit of being rendered either way. But such is the 
fact. The connexion, however, will ordinarily show how they 
are to be understood, where it is important to know the precise 
meaning. Besides, the evil arising from the indefinite import of 
^* ^t>," which may be rendered either tOy intOy or untOy was re- 
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^ mediedy when a real entrance into a thing or place was to be 
F clearly denoted, by doubling the preposition, i. e. by using it 

singly J and also compotmding it with the verb. 
i When the subject, therefore, is fairly understood, the cir- 

I cumstance nnder consideration is of no real weight to prove 

f itnmersion to hare been the primitive mode. 

In respect to the circumstance of John's baptizing in Enon 
because there was much water there, I would remark, that the 
• reasons already assigned for his baptizing in or at the river of 
Jordan, will apply to this case also. This place might have 
been selected for other purposes than that of immersion, allow* 
ingit to have been strictly a place of much water. 

But the Greek terms, ** httdata polla^^'* literally rendered, are 
many waters^ and therefore may simply denote a place of many 
rivulets, or springs of water, which rendering, it is said, is fa- 
voured by the geography of the country. 

But if the present rendering is retained, the passage does not 
conclusively prove that immersion was the mode^ though it is a 
cireumstance which, if not counteracted by other considen^ons, 
might naturally lead to that conclusion. 

These are the most material circumstances in favour of the 
mode of immersion, and they are a//, evidently, inconclusive^ 

The circumstances, on the other hand, which are unfavoura" 

hie to that mode, and corroborative of the general sense which 

[ I have given of baptizo^ are the fbllowiug, viz. : The improba- 

I bility that the multitudes which were baptized by John and by 

the apostles, were provided, under the circumstances of the 

case, with proper change of apparel for sueh a mode. A con* 

stant miracle, or that which, at least, would have been very lit-* 

tie short of a miracle, would have been required to sustain Johx|y 

day after day, up to his waist in water, to baptize in thiaf mode ; 

and yet we are told that he *^ did no miracle." Also, it can 

hardly be supposed, that under the benigu reigaof the Prince 

of Peace, so great an inconvenience as the mode of immersion 

implies under certain circumstances, viz. those which existed 

when such multitudes were baptized by a single individual, or 

a few individuals, and that without their having any previous 

^ notice, or very little previous opportunity to prepare. The in- 

f convenience of baptizing a few individ^uals, at this day, in this 

mode, when the thing is understood beforehand, is allowed to be 

not very great. And, indeed, were it ever so greats it ought to 

be performed in this mode if the candidate is not otherwise sa* 

^ tisfied. But under the circumstances attending baptism in ma- 

i ny cases, in the primitive ages, the inconvenience was great. 

And it would be highly inconvenient in many cases which 
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migbt be stated in our own day. Another circomstance unfarouiv 
able to immersion, is the little time afifordedion the day of pe&« 
tecosty and the want of accommodations for the baptism of the 
three thousand, "inother such circumstance is that of the jailer 
and his family being baptized in the outer prisonj (for it appears 
plain from the record that they were baptized there ) in the dead of 
the night. And again ; there is no mention made in all the 
New Testament history of baptism, of their going from the 
place of preaching to administer this ordinance. If the preach- 
ing was held by the side of a river, they were baptized in or cU 
the river ; if in the teniple, (for aught appears,) they were bap- 
tized in the temple ; if in a jail, they were baptized in the jail; 
and if in a private house, they were baptized in the hou«e. 

This last circumstance is decidedly unfavourable to immer^ 
sion as the mode, or certainly as the only mode. 

Indeed, if it were commonly and ever so clearly related, that 
after the preaching and conversions that took place, the preach- 
er and converts repaired to a river or fountain.of. water. for the 
purpose of baptism, this, though a circumstance fcLoourable to 
immersion, would not have been decisive, as I have already 
shown ; because they might have repaired thither to be washed, 
sprinkled, OT poured upon, conceiving that a plenitude of water 
would more strikingly represent the plenitude of divine grace, 
and the atoning merits of Christ, than a littley and therefore have 
preferred taking the fluid directly therefrom, to taking it from a 
small vessel. There are various instances, in these day«, of 
people's going to a river, lake, or pond to receive baptism, with- 
out being immersed. So that such a circumstance, had it ex- 
isted) would not have been conclusive in favour of immersion.. 
But the truth is, it did not exist. We are no where informed 
of their going//om the place of preaching to a river or fountain 
to obtain baptism. So far as appears, the converts were uni- 
formly baptized in the place where the preaching was held, or 
the other means were used that were blessed to their conver- 
sion. This, therefore, is a strong circumstance in favour of the 
more general signification of baptism. 

Although neither this nor any other circmmstance is con- 
clusive against immersion, hO the circumstances before men- 
tioned are not conclusive in its favour. For aught appears 
from the several circumstances attending the administration of 
baptism in the primitive ages, it might have been performed ia 
either of the beforementioned modes. 
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CHAPTER V. 

Containing an examnaiion of the argument tn favour of Immer- 
sion from Ecclesiastical History. 

Many have asserted with confidence, that immersion was 
the mode ordinarily practised in the early ages. I^. Wall, an 
eminent writer and a strong Pedobaptist, allows that '^ the whole 
church practised immersion for thirteen hundred years after' 
Christ, except in the case of the clinicks,'' i. e. persons of feeble 
heahhy and hence labours to bring the church back to that mode 
of administration. I beHeve his testimony is as strong as any 
which can be found. It is one upon which the Baptists place 
great reliance. And yet it will be perceived that even this 
author, after a diligent research, does not affirm that immersion 
was invariably practised in those ages ; nor does he offer any 
thing to show that it was considered essential to the validity of 
the ordinance. Instead of this, he brings satisfactory, proof 
from the writings of the early fathers that it was not so consider- 
ed, but that other modes of applying water were viewed as 
constituting a real baptism. This was decidedly his own opin- 
ion. 

Allowing, therefote, that this, and other similar declarations 
of ecclesiastical writers, contain the real matter of fact^ all which 
they prove is, that immersion was considered the most signifi- 
cant mode, and, therefore, preferable to any other, when the 
health and circumstances of the subject would permit. 

All appear to allow, that the Clinicks were baptized in some 
mode short of immersion. And this shows conclusively that im-- 
mersion was not deemed essential to the validity of the ordi- 
nance ; and, therefore, the early practice of the church, allow* 
ing it to be as above stated, does not prove the position which is 
taken by the Baptists. 

We should, however, beware of placing too much confidence 
in the testimony of Doctor Wall, or any other writer, respecting 
the ancient practice of baptizing, or<Zinan/y, by immersion. For 
many things are affirmed of the practice of the chuv-ch in the 
ages subsequent to the time of the Apostles, which are not found 
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in the Bible ; and, for that reason, ought not to be received. — 
The Baptists, in particular, ought to beware of relying too much 
on what the above mentioned Doctor says about the mode of 
baptism in the early ages ; for he tells us with equal confidence, 
that the whole church, with few exceptions, K>r many centu- 
ries, practised infant baptism. This part of his testimony they 
reject, because they find no scriptural warrant for the practice. 
The other part, then, ebould be regarded with caution, and not 
adopted, unless it decidedly comports with the Bible. Under 
these circumstances, it is, in itself ^ of little consequence to show 
what the Apostolick practice was. If we leave the Scriptures, 
and follow the traditions of men, we shall be involved in great 
darkness and inconsistency. 

It is far from being proved from the New Testament records, 
that immersion was exclusively j or even prevailingly practised in 
the apostolick age ; much less that it was considered essential 
to the validity of the ordinance. 

It is possible that immersion was introduced subsequent to the 
times of the Apostles, under the notion that it was more expres- 
sive and emphatick, or that it would more effectually wash 
away sin. For it is manifest, that after the lapse of two cen- 
turies, or more, many began to attribute an improper influence 
to this ordinance ; supposing that it did really cleanse from sin, 
and was connected with immediate forgiveness ; and that it 
"was, moreover, essential to salvation. In this view of the case, 
much water would naturally be preferred to a little ; and, hence, 
immersion might have been introduced in this way, without 
having the sanction of apostolick practice. Why might not 
this have been thus introduced, as well as many other things 
that then obtained, which were manifestly not scriptural^ and 
which the great body of evangelical Christians reject ? 

It does, indeed, appear, from the best accounts which we have 
of the transactions of the church from about the commencement 
of the third century to that of the thirteenth, that immersion 
was commonly the mode of baptism ; but I cannot find that, du- 
ring that period, it was, at any time, considered essential to the 
validity of the ordinance, or that it was, at any time, practised 
uniformly. Those who speak most positively merely say, it 
was practised ^^ in the ordinary use,'*'* But this ordinary use, foE 
the reasons above stated, might have been an innovation. 

The earliest acc(Hint extant of the manner of Christian bap- 
tism, after the age of the apostles, is that which is given by 
Justin Martyr, in the second century, in his apology to the Em* 
perour, Antoninus Pious, in the following words, viz. *' And we 
will declare after what manner when we were renewed by 
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Christy we deroted ourselves to God : lest omitting this we 
should seem to act a bad part in this declaration. As many as 
are persuaded, and believe the things taught and said by us to 
be true, and promise to live according to them, are instructed 
to pray, and to ask, fasting, the forgiveness of their sins of Gk>d, 
we praying and fasting together with them. After that they 
are brought where water is, and they are regenerated in the 
same way of regeneration as we have been regenerated ; for 
they are washed in water in the name of the Father and Lord 
God of all, and of our Lord Jesus Christ, and of the Holy Spirit." 
In this account, the leading idea attributed to baptism is a 
wdshing^ rather than that of immersion. He does not say they 
were immersed in water, but washed in water. 

But as to the true import of baptism, I would rely mainly up- 
on the testimonies which have been produced from the Scrip- 
tures. And as long as they do not appear to make the mode of 
immersion essential^ we may safely conclude that it is not so. 
Washing in general comes within the import of baptizoy and is 
indeed, the principaJy or leading idea^ expressed. Baptism is 
much oftener and much more clearly represented hsz washing 
than as a huriaU Indeed, it is never directly called a burialj 
though Christians were said to be buried with Christ by bap- 
tism, but, here, it is rather the cause of a burial than the burial 
itself. But baptism is plainly and repeatedly represented as a 
washing. Washing is actually one of the meanings of the word 
used in the institution. Besides, the action of baptizing is sev- 
eral times denoted by another term (louo) which properly sig- 
nifies to wash. Washing, then, in any mode, is valid baptism. 

Even sprinkling is a small degree ot washing^ wetting ^ or 
cleansingy and, of course, valid ; though it is not so significant, 
and does not so properly come within the true import of baptizOy 
as a real washing y or the application of water with some degree 
of friction, , • 

Immersion^ also, is a washing in a larger sense than sprinkling. 
But it is not so properly a washing, as the applying of water with 
friction, or rubbing. Yet it is a valid baptism, and truly a sig^ 
mfieant mode ; and I am not prepared to say that it is not the 
most significant; but I can see no grounds for considering it: 
essential^ and it is here that the point at issue lies. 
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CHAPTER VI. 

Concluding arguments in favour of the validity of all modes of 

Baptism. 

It may be further observed, that the reason of the thing shows 
that the validity of baptism does not consist in the quantity of 
water used, nor in the mode of applying it. 

One mode may, indeed, be more significant than another, and 
on that accoant may be preferable ; but the different modes in 
use among the churches all tend, essentially, to represent the 
same thing y a renovation or cleansing by means of the death of 
Christ, and through the sanctifying influence of the Holy Spirit ; 
and, hence, it appears unreasonable, and xirbitrary, to select one 
of them only, and say that all the rest are invalid. 

Baptism is, at most, only an outward putification. It has 
no inherent iufluence to wash away sin. Its virtue, therefore, 
does not consist in the quantity of water used ; but in the mt- 
swer of a good consciencey which may be possessed in the use of 
different modes. 

Again ; the gracious King of Zion does not appear to make 
any difference in his treatment of those ministers and churches 
who do not practise immersion, and those who do. . He con- 
tinues the light of evangelical truth ^s clearly, in the former ^ as 
in the latter ; pours out his spirit a« copiouslyxx^n them ; dwells 
in their hearts as richly; communes with them at his table as 
freely ; blesses and prospers them a>s evidently ; and acknowl- 
edges them, every way, as his, with as much ^^ power and rfe- 
monstration of the Spirit, ^^ 

Hence we have the testimony of God's providence, and the 
seal of his Spirit, to the truth of the foregoing doctrine. Cer- 
tainly^, the Lord does not make any difference in the numerous 
revivals of religion with which the world is blessed, between 
those who do not immerse and those who do : to say the least, 
none that will operate against the former. 

And this furnishes evidence that both belong to his Kingdom ; 
the former as truly as the latter^ and that the mode of their bap- 
tism is as valid. 
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Surely, the abuietdant blessings bestowed upon those who 
toashj poufy or sprinkle in baptism ; the honour which the Lord 
puts upon their ministers and ordinaoces ; his rectdineis to own 
and bless them as his people ; and the wide-spread and lasting 
success which^ttends the word preached by and among them, 
furnishes living testimony which is entitled to high regard, that, 
they have a true form of baptism ; that they are a conspicuous 
and precious portion of Christ's visible kingdom ; and that this 
dispute about the form of applying water in baptism ought to be 
relinquished. 

When Peter was called to an account by his Jewish breth- 
ren for " going in unto the uncircumcised Gentiles, and eating 
with them," he justified himself by alleging that God gave 
unto them the like gift to that which was bestowed upon the 
Jews, pouring out his Holy Spirit upon them, and "purifying 
their hearts by faith." And " what then," said he, " was I, 
that I could withstand God ?" 

In like manner, God's pouring out the lik^ gift upon those 
who do not immerse, to that which he bestows upon those who* 
doy is a proper and ample vindication of the liberal ground taken 
in this work. 



PART III. 



OPEN COMMUNION WITH ALL EVANGELICAL CHRISTIANS IL- 
LUSTRATED AND DEFENDED. 



CHAPTER I. 

The Subject Explained, 

It is not my design to teach and defend communion with all 
-who assume the title of Christians ; but with all who exhibit 
the essential characteristicks of Christians — with those church- 
es and members of churches who are regarded as the true fol- 
lowers of Christ. 

There are some that call themselves Christians who are so de- 
fective in principle and practice as not to deserve the name. 
Simply professing the name of Christians is not sufficient to en- 
title any to Christian fellowship. 

But those churches and members of churches that profess the 
essential doctrines of the gospel, and maintain so much upright- 
ness of walk and conversation as to give evidence of piety, are 
entitled to the privilege of commuoion, and ought not to be re- 
jected from the table of the Lord. ^ 
It is not my intention to point out very minutely what parts 
of Christian doctrine must be believed, and what degree of 
Christian practice must be maintained, to constitute the charac- 
ter of evangelical Christians. Every church or class of Chris- 
tians must be allowed the privilege of judging in this matter for 
themselves. 

Some may set the criterion of judging higher than others. 
Christians may discover tKeir imperfections, either in being too 
strict or too lax in regard to judging of the qualifications of tho^ 
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who claim to be their brethren, and desire communion. Al- 
though they are bound to form their opinion of the Christian 
character of others according to the rules and marks which are 
furnished by the scriptures, they may, in some instances, fail of 
judging correctly. Christian charity and fellowship may be ex- 
tended to some who do not give the requisite evidence of be- 
ing the disciples of Christ, and withheld from others that do. 

But for Christians to act consistent with themselves, and with 
the principle now advocated, they should admit to their com-« 
munion such churches and members of churches as they deem 
evangelical ; i. e. as being the true churches and members of 
Christ. Although they may see defects both in the principles 
and conduct of these brethren, yet as they are not so gross as 
to preclude the idea of their being Christians, they ought to ad- 
mit them to their communion. If they exclude such from the 
table of their Lord, they are not open commuuionists in the 
sense now plead ior. 

In defending open communion as now explained, I do not 
meau to be understood to say that it is not expedient, while 
Christians are divided in opinion, as at present, to maintain se- 
parate societies. This may be, andprobahly is, expedient, and 
most for the edification of all. Christians may be more useful 
and happy in being iassociated in separate churches, according 
to their respective opinions on the subject of religion, than to be 
formed with these discotdant views into the same church. Ne- 
vertheless, while embodied in these separate societies, they may 
hold communion with one another, as opportunity presents, and 
in this way manifest their mutual love, and their oneness in 
Christ. Frequent occasions offer for their communing together, 
and they should unquestionably be moreOfrequently sought than 
they are. Every church ought to invite their Christian breth- 
ren of other churches who may be present at their commun- 
ion seasons to come and partake with them ; and individu- 
al Christians ought to accept of the invitation, and also to apply 
for admission to this privilege when Divine Providence places 
them in circumstances to enjoy it. This is the true doctrine of 
open communion. 

If any refuse to acknowledge those as Christians who actual- 
ly give the scriptural evidence of being such, and reject them 
from communion on that ground, they are doubtless chargeable 
with an errour ; but it is a different one from that which consists 
in rejecting acknowledged Christians from communion. In the 
former case, although there is an errour committed in not ad- 
mitting of actual evidence of piety, there is a consistency be- 
tween the belief and practice of these Christians ; but in the 
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•tatter case there is not. Because aeknujmUdgtd Christians are 
debturred from coming to their Master's table. 

When the Christian character and standing ot other C&ris* 
tians are once admitted, we are bound to receive them to our 
communion. This is what the doctrine of open communion 
imfdies, and what I shall undertake to defend. 
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CHAPTER IL ' 

Containing the argument Jar Open Communion founded on the 

Christian experience and character • 

The fact that our Christian brethren of other churches and 
denomioations, are acknowledged to be the disciples of Christ — 
members of the same visible church with ourselves^ and heirs 
of the same kingdom, at once determines their right to eat 
bread with us at the same table. 

Possessing this character, and being viewed in this light, they 
are, from the very nature of the case, entitled to Christian cha- 
rity and fellowship. To thiis case the following words of Christ 
directly apply, John, xiii. 34, 35 : '< Ajiew commandment I give 
unto you, that ye love one another : as I have loved you, that ye 
also love one another. By this shall all men know that ye are 
my disciples, if ye have love one to another." Also, the ioU 
lowing clause in the institution of the supper, Ltike, xxii. 19 : 
<< This do in remembrance of me."* It is obvious that these 
commands are obligatory upon all the friends of Christ ; the 
last J as truly as the fast. And the ordinance of the supper 
being an act of communiony the friends of Christ, as far as 
they have opportunity, are manifestly bound to attend upon 
it together^ in remembrance of their common Lord and Re- 
deemer. This precept, especially in connexion with the 
command For brotherly love, carries open commumon upon the 
very face of it. How preposterous it must be for Christians 
to acknowledge one another as brethren^ and yet refuse to 
eat together at the same table; especially, as this is the 
Lord^s table, and not theirs. How can they love one another, 
as Christ has loved them, and yet refuse one another Christian 
communion ? The admission, by the members of one church, 
that those of another are Christians, is, at once, an acknowledg- 
ment that they aie bound to obey the above order of Jesus, as ' 
truly as themselves, and that in obeying it they are equally ac- 
cepted of the Lord. This consideration, then, manifestly opens 
the door to celebrate it together, provided Providence lurnish- 
os the opportunity. Nothing can be plainer. The master 
whom they serve is a common master and Saviour. Their duty 
and privileges are common. Of course, the celebration in ques- 
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tion should be common. Being fellow di$cipk$^ they should ap- 
proach the board of their Lord together. Surelj, the one class 
should not say to the othery you may not eome to the Lord's ta- 
ble toith U8. It is, indeed, your privilege to come, lind the Lord 
will receive you ; but we cannot. You must have a separate 
table. We verily hj^Iieve you are Christian$ ; and we esteem 
and love you as such ; and we expect to go to Aeaf en,^ and eat 
the marriage supper of the Lamb with you ; but, as the case is 
now, we eawnot participate of the emblems of the broken body 
and shed blood of our common Saviour with you here. If you 
will have our company at the table of Jesus, you must adopt 
our particular views, and join our church, or denomination ; 
otherwise, you must stand by yourselves^ and we hy ourselves. 

Now, how palpably inconsistent is this ! Here are Christians, 
redieemed by the same bhod ; renewed by the same l^nt ; 
children of the same heavenly Fitther ; believers in the same 
Lord Jesus ; all living upon the same forfeited bounty; one body 
in Christ, and members, one of another; animated by the same 
hope ; and heirs of the same everlasting kingdom; and, yet, they 
cannot come to the same table together ! O absurdity in the 
extreme ! O prejudice and bigotry ! what have ye done ? 

In addition to the above precepts for brotherly love, and the 
celebration of the supper, we have the following injunction of 
the inspired Paul, which most aptly and pointedly relates to 
this case : Rom. xv. 7, " Wherefore receive ye one another, 
as Christ also received us, to the glory of God." Here, the 
rule which is to regulate the intercourse and fellowship of 
Christians with one another, is that of Christ's having received 
them ; and all should be done to the glory of God. They are 
bound by the high and sacred authority of the risen and exalt- 
ed Jesus, to receive one another, as he also hath received them. 
The consideration that our brethren are received of Christy at 
once determines it to be our duty to receive them too — to admit 
them cheerfully to our fellowship, as both uw and /^y enjoy his. 
It binds us to welcome them to all Christian privileges. 

Here, (hie peculiar and blessed principle on which open com- 
munion rests is stated and explained. It is the love of Oirist 
to all his people, and his own example in receiving them to 
communion and favour. The order to receive one another is 
peremptory ; and the motives to obedience unspeakably ten- 
der y forcioie and endearing. How it is possible for this princi- 
ple to be overlooked, it is hard to conceive. 

In thib passage there is an important duty enjoined upon 
Christians; an endearing example introduced to enforce it; 
and the high and dignified end to be aimed at declared. This 
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principle, or rtile of conduct, will remain as long as the exam-'' 
pie which we are required to imitate remains, and there are 
Christian brethren to receive. 

Nor can it, with any consistency, be said, that this rule re« 
lates, merely, to something s?iort of a mutual participaiion of 
the supper J and that we have obeyed it, when we have acknowl- 
edged our brethren as Christians, and conversed and prayed 
with them, although we expressly decline being guests with 
them at the table of the Lord. For it is manifest that Christ 
receives both us and them to be guests with him at his own ta- 
ble ; and, hence, if we do not commune wit^ one another, we 
do not receive one another as be hath received us, . Has the 
Lord granted us the privilege of communion at the supper ) — 
Then we must alFow it to them~-we must permit them to come 
and eat with us ; or we, manifestly, do not receive them as he 
hath received us. As they are the children of God as well as 
we ; and as we are received by Christ to this blessed privilege ; 
so they must be received by us. 

This receiving of one another plainly relates, not only to the 
less distinguishing privileges of the gospel, but to the high 
and peculiar privilege of coming around the board of Christ, 
and commemorating his dying love. Therefore, we must 
practise open communion, or we do not copy his example. It 
is so perfectly obvious, that professing evangelical Christians 
cannot refuse communion with one another in this ordinance, 
and yet receive one another as Christ hath received them, that 
a mere child can see it. The closing of the door to commun- 
ion by one class of Christians against another, is a palpable and 
grievous violation of this rule. 

" Is not the bread which we break, '^ says the apostle Paul, 
" the communion of the body of Christ ? And is not the wine 
which we drink, the communion of the blood of Christ?" 

Then, how obviously ought we all to be partakers thereof, 
together^ after the example of the primitive Christians. 

In concluding this chapter, therefore, I repeat the declara- 
tion, that the foundation for open communion, in the sense plead 
for, is laid in the work of regeneration — in the forming of the 
hearts of men to the faith and love of Christ, whereby they 
become Christians » ^* By one spirit are we all baptized into 
one body, whether we be Jews or Gentiles ; whether we be 
bond or free ; and have been all made to drink into one spirit." 
And being thus one in Christy we ought to be of one commun^ 

ion. 

161^ 
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CHAPTER III. 

Containing the 4irgument for Open Communion^ hosed upon the 
principle that the mode of baptism is Tiot essential. 

One of the main pillars of the close commuDion system is, 
the opinion that there is no valid baptism except by immers* 
ion. This is that, in particular, which separates the two great 
bodies of Christians, denominated Baptists and Pedobaptists ; 
or which divides a very great portion of them. 

Some of the denomination of Baptists are in favour of 
open communion ; but, in this country^ most of this class are 
what are termed free-will Baptists, The Calvinistick Bap- 
tists generally hold to close communion^ i. e. they do not re- 
ceive any to the Lord's table except those of their own faith 
and order. Although they agree in the great leading doc- 
trines of the gospel with Pedobaptists — particularly with 
Presbyterians and Congregationalists^ they vnll not commune 
with them. 

And they justify their practice,' upon the ground that bap- 
tism is a prerequisite to communion, and that there is no valid 
baptism except by immersion. They say they cannot, consist- 
ently, commune with Pedobaptists, because they have not been 
baptized. 

This bar to open communion is removed, at once, by show- 
ing that immersion is not essential to the validity of tins or- 
dinance. 

This is what I have attempted to do, and think I have fully 
done, in. the second part of this work,., to which the reader is 
referred. It is unnecessary to repeat the arguments there ad- 
duced. 

The validity of the different modes of baptism in use among 
the churches being established, the principle of open com- 
munion is easily defended. For, although some difficulty 
may arise on account of the baptism of in/ants^ which I shall 
endeavour to remove, the great objection in regard to the mode 
of administration is completely answered. None ought to be 
debarred from the table of the Lord, because they have not 
been immersed. To commune with Pedbbaptists^ who have 
simply been washedypottredvpony or sprinkledj is not communing 
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with unbaptized Christian!; but widi those who have been 
duly bapHzedf so far as the mode is respected. No objec- 
tion} therefore, can lie, from this quarter, against open com- 
munion with all evangelical Christians. And if this be a 
true principle, it is of high importance that it should be un- 
derstood, and defended. The reader is earnestly requested to 
consider candidly and mpartially what hath been - advanced 
under this head. 

Respecting the above-mentioned difficulty arising fromi the 
performance of baptism in infancy, I would remark, that this 
does not pertain to all the members of Pedobaptist churches ; 
but, merely, to those who have received no other than infant 
baptism. Many of the Pedobaptists have received baptism in 
adult age upon their own profession of faith. These, therefore, 
may, upon the principle now stated, be received to communion 
without hesitation. 

The baptism performed in infancy is manifestly premature. 
It cannot be considered as a complete gospel baptism, or as a 
submission to the ordinance according to the direction of our 
Lord, and according to its manifest design and end; although I 
am not disposed to consider it a mere nullity. 

The action of the officiating minister is, in itself, valid, though 
performed upon an improper subject. It is a kind of half-way 
baptism ; or, to speak more correctly, it is a baptism prema- 
turely performed. 

Hence, those Christians that have received no other than 
iftfant baptism^ are not to be considered altogether in the light 
of unbaptized persons, and precluded, on that account j from the 
communion ; but as persons baptized before they were diily 
qualified, and be/ore they were duly called upon to make « 
profession of their faith. 

Nevertheless, if their consciences are satisfied with their 
infant baptism, and they do not feel the obligation of coming 
forward personally to the ordinance, they ought not to be de- 
barred from communion on account of this defect in their bap- 
tism. 

The difficulty now stated is not peculiar to the scheme which 
I have adopted. It belongs to the scheme of Pedobaptists in 
respect to those baptisms which were performed upon the plan 
of the half-way covenant, as it is commonly called, and to those 
performed upon the plan of the indiscriminate administration 
of the ordinance. According to the prevailing views of Pedo- 
baptists in this day, especially of Presbvterians and Congrega- 
tionalists, there was a very material deifect in those baptisms, 
viz. the want of faith in the parents by whom the children 
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were offered. And very many have scrupled the validity of 
their haptism on this account. Yet such baptisms have gener- 
ally been considered valid by Fedobaptists. Few ministers, if 
any, have consented to re-^baptize on account of this want of 
faith in the parents. 

If, therefore, they are consistent in allowing the validity of 
those baptisms, where the faith of the parents, which they hold 
to be required to give a right to the baptism of the children, is 
wanting^ they cannot charge any inconsistency to my view of 
the baptism of infants, although their own faith, which I hold 
to be requisite to give them a right to the ordinance, is wanting* 
The cases are manifestly parallel. I do not admit the baptism 
to he full and perfect where the faith of the subject is waiUing. 
Neither do they^ upon their scheme, where the faith of the 
parents is wanting. Therefore, if they can consistently admit 
Christians to communion notwithstanding the latter defect, it 
is manifest that f can admit them notwithstanding the /orm^r. 

If, however, those who have been baptized in infancy upon 
the faith of their parents, are convinced, when they come to 
years of understanding, and are brought to believe on the Lord 
Jesus Christ, that it is their duty to be baptized again^ upon 
their ownfaithj they ought to be admitted to enjoy the privilege. 
The defect above noticed is an adequate reason lor repeating 
the ordinance. And it cannot be justly considered as treating 
the subject lightly, or as profaning the name of the Lord, to 
perform baptism anew in the manner directed^ when it is disco- 
vered that it was not so performed ^i first. 

When I first became enlightened to see that believers are 
the only proper subjects of Christian baptism, it was not clear 
to me that the ordinance ought to be repeated, notwithstanding 
this deficiency. But, after due consideration, I perceived that 
believers ought not to be precluded from offering themselves in 
baptism, because their parents, through misapprehension, had 
previously offered them. 

Baptism is evidently a duty which cannot be duly discharged 
by proxy. It is a matter in which the subject is to act in person, 
and for himself ; openly submitting to the command of Christ, 
and receiving the badge of discipleship. 

It is a privilege J also ; a precious and peculiar privilege^ of 
which the subject ought not to be deprived by means of the 
mistakes and traditions of men. 

Moreover, it is a duty so plain ; sO positive ; and so natural, 
under the constitution of the gospel ; and so intimately connect^ 
ed with the putting on bf Christ, that the Spirit of God is wont 
to incline the hearts of believers to obey it, I will not say he 
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does this in all cases ; but be does in muUiiudes of cases, and> 
I believe I may say commonly. It is one of the first things 
which are wont to occupy the minds of the newly converted, 
especially when they contemplate the subject of following^ 
Christ by an open profession of religion. Very many of those 
who are called from among Pedobaptibt congregations, and who 
have been baptized in their infancy, have a desire to be bap- 
tized on their own faith. This desire is often expressed, and 
ministers are conversed with upon the subject ; and mucli pains 
are required to convince them that their infant baptism will do. 
It is frequently a long time before the desire to be baptized is 
repressed^ and in various instances the mind is never wholly re- 
lieved. 

Besides the instances of this kind which are known, many 
^re secretly tried upon the subject, and do not make their difficul- 
ties and desires manifest, because they conclude it will be una- 
vailing : that there is no relief in their case, except they with* 
draw from the churches with which they would wish to be con- 
nected, and join in close communion, which they are not wil- 
ling to do. 

And this desire anK)ng believers to be baptized^ and these em- 
barrassments which grow out of the usages of Pedobaptist 
churches, are evidently increasing. The more the Holy Spirit 
is poured out, and converts are multiplied, and the more the 
light of evangelical truth breaks in upon the world, the greater 
the number of persons who wish to come forward, upon their 
cwnprofessi&ny to Christian baptism : and, at the same time, the 
greater is the aversion to close communion. 

This is a subject which is exciting deeper and deeper inter- 
est in every direction. There are multitudes who know not 
how to get by this gospel institution. And yet they regard all 
that are born of God as their brethren, and cannot be fettered 
with close communion. That undue limiting of Christian love, 
sympathy and fellowship to one's own sect or party which is 
so lamentably prevalent, is not a feature of the young convert. 
He loves all that love Jesus Christ. It is not till he is trained 
to human systems^ and loses, in a degree, the simplicity of his 
^f^love, that he learns to adopt Ihe Shibboleth of party. 

. 7i ?^" ^^^'y ^^'^^'■^ *® ^® baptized upon an open profes- 
sion of faith which exists among the converted, is manifestly 
the fruit of the operation of the Spirit of Christ. And it ought 
not to be repressed, because the subjects, in many instances, have 
been prematurely brought forward by their parents in the help- 
less age of infancy, of which transaction most are wholly un- 
conscious. ' "^ 
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CHAPTER IV. 

Omtaining, the argumem for Open Cammunion, haeed upon the 
right andpnvilege of private judgemeni. 

It is a plam principle of the word of God, that Christiaiis 
have the right of examining and judgiDg/or them»elve$j in mat- 
ters of religion. One has no right to &ct€Ue to the conscience 
of another.^ 

It is not meant, that every one has a right, in 1^ sight of God^ 
to form his own opinion of hie truths and precepts. In that re- 
spect he is bound to construe things rightly, and really to know 
his Master's will. But the right of private judgement, which is 
plead for, pertains to us in regard to gut fellow Christians, We 
may labour to instruct and convince others, and they, in their 
turn, to instruct and convince us ; but neither have the right of 
exercising dominion over the faith of the other, '< Who art 
thou," says Paul, ^* that judgest another man's servant ? To his 
own master he standeth, or falleth." The solemn truth that each 
of us shall give an account of himself unto God, forbids the idea 
that others may judge for iis, or prescribe to us in matters of 
religion. 

Therefore, in the case before us, one class of believers have 
as good a right to determine what constitutes a valid baptism as 
another. If the one come forward and say that they have been 
baptized into Christ, and are otherwise entitled to Christian 
charity, they are to be admitted to communion by the other j 
upon this declaration, although they have not been baptized 
according to their views of the institution. The lattery having 
BO right to exercise dominion over the faith of the former^ are 
bound to receive them upon the principle that, in their own 
opinion, they have been baptized, and that the right of judging 
in the case/or tkemeehesy is one of which they cannot be divest- 
ed. If they should be refused the privilege of coming to the 
table, this would be, at once, exerdsing a lordship over their 
eonscienceSy which is not admissible* 

Should it be said that this principle will oblige us to receive 
all who apply for conamuniony however gross their opinions or 
conduct may be ; I VTOuld leply, that it will not* for this 
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reason : we are bound to receive none to our charity and fel- 
lowahip, but such as appear to be Christians : and the opinions 
and conduct <rf some may be so perfectly at variance wUh the 
truths and precepts of the gospel, as to forbid the idea of their 
being Christians. In that case they are not entitled to com- 
munion* 

Those differences among Christians which are to be borne 
withy respect merely such things as are not essential — i. e. 
such as may be differently viewed without destroying the 
Christian character, and excluding the hope of salvation. 

And hercy I say, the right of private judgement is secure J, and 
is very sacred. And the responsibility rests on each one person' 
ally. So that even if others should prove to have been in an 
errour, our receiving them to Christian fellowship, upon the 
principle stated, will not implicate us, They^ aloney are an- 
swerable. 

Should it be further said in support of the practice of close 
communion, that we are commanded to '* withdraw from every 
brother that walketh disorderly," I would reply, that " with- 
drawing,'' in this passage, manifestly means the same as excom-^ 
munication — the same kind of treatment which is denoted by 
the following expressions : '^ Let him be unto thee'as an hea- 
then man and a publican ;" '^ note that man and have no com- 
pany with him that he may be ashamed ;" and '^ with such an 
one, DO, not to eat." And, therefore, the disorderly walking 
intended cannot be the minor errors and faults of Christian pro- 
fessors ; but those which are gross, and which, if persisted in, 
destroy the Christian character. If we were to withdraw from 
others for every thing defective in their principles, or practice, 
there would be an end to Christian communion in this world : 
*< for there is not a just man upon earth that doeth good and 
sinneth not." Why should the Baptists withdraw from the 
Pedobaptists, because they have not, in their opinion, been 
regularly liaptized, when, allowing that they are right in this 
opinion, they have other defects themselves, as great as this ? 
Let it not be said that the passage alluded to relates particularly 
to church order, and not to sins and errours in general. For it 
cannot be reasonably supposed that a breach of church order is 
a worse evil than any other, and, consequently, to be treated 
with marked disapprobation* It is, manifestly, as disorderly, 
in the sense of this passage, to break the Sabbath ; to be world- 
lyminded, uncharitable and selfish, and to exclude those whom 
Christ receives, as it is to fail of practising the right mode of 
baptism, or to administer this ordinance to improper subjects. 
Why, 'then, should the command to withdraw be restricted ta 
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ulifeach of church order. There is, obTioudyi do reftson for 
this restrictioD. The rule will apply equally to all kinds of 
unchristian conduct ; but will not oblige the churches to ex- 
communicate their brethren for 5%^ errours tnkdmiademeanara ; 
but for those, only, which are gross^ and which strike ai the ve- 
ry foundation of the Christian character ; although they should 
admonish one another daily for their lesser failings. 
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CaAPTER V. 

C0iamnmg the mitgi$mmt Jait i)pen Gimmmi9», based ypmkthe 
consideration $kai e^Uhmgfk bapH$m,umB msii^festi^ ir^ixubtd to 
precede^ in the order ofnature^ the ^commemoration of ChrisVs 
dea4h in the ordinance of the supper ; it does not appear that 
we have a warrant to insist upon it as an indispensable pre- 
requisite io all cases. 

Should the two last mentioned grounds of open communion 
faU in the opinion of any, this, for aught appears, might be ta- 
ken as the Islst resort. None, however, will understand me as 
giving up either of those grounds, or as considering them, in any 
wise, suspicious ; for they appear to be sound and good : but all 
may not regard them in that Iight« If, therefore, there be any 
remaining ground for open communion which those may take 
who canqot adopt either of the others, it is important that it 
should be fairly exhibited. For the sake, therefore, of reliev- 
ing this class, it is stated, that it does not appear that we are 
warranted to insist on baptism, in all cases, as an indispensable 
prerequisite to communion. It is, indeed, plainly commanded. 
It is, moreover, a badge of discipieship, and a regular door of en- 
trance into the visible church; and, consequently, it is, m Me 
order of nature^ prior to communion. Nevertheless, it does not 
appear that it is, in all cases, of such absolute and indispenstd>le 
necessity^ that none may be admitted to communion except such 
as are considered regularly baptized. 

The ground liow stated, is the one which some who conceive 
immersion to be the only valid baptism, do actually take : and 
although open communion may be maintained upon other And bet' 
ter grounds, as I have already shown, this is inexpressibly bet- 
ter than close communion. The principle of open communion 
with all evangelical Christians is so evidently agreeable to the 
general structure, spirit and design of the gospel, that it must 
have some valid reason, or reasons, to support it, whether we 
are able to discover them or not. And, if we should fail to as- 
sign the true and proper reason, or reasons, it surely cannot be 
wrong to receive those whom Christ receives himself; for the 
apostolick rule, before mentioned, binds us to receive one 
another, as Christ also received us, to the glory of Ood. This, 
at once, settles the principle of open communion, as above ex- 
plained. 
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Hence, those bieAren yvho regard immemob as Are only 
valid baptism, may receive to their commumoD^ uuder certaiu 
circumstances, such as they consider unbaptizedChristktns. 

There is manifestly a wide difference between the cases of 
tliose who believe immersion to be the only valid baptism, and 
yet apply for communion without it, and of those who do not 
believe this mode essential, but have submitted to the ordi- 
nance in another form, and verily believe themselves duly bap- 
tized. To admit the former to communion without baptism, 
would be tolerating them in the neglect of a known and ac- 
knowledged duty, which would be inconsistent ; but in the 
latter case, the neglect is not wilful, allowing these persons to 
be in an errour: for they do verily believe that they have 
complied with the order of Christ. Therefore, such may be 
received to the Lord's table by those who cannot regard them 
as regularly baptized. They ought not to insist that they should 
be immersed, or otherwise be debarred from Christian com- 
munion. If they are judged to be nt subjects in every other 
respect than tfaeirnot having beeii immersed, and they are 
willing and desirous to obey the Lord in the ordinance of the 
sapper, although they feel not their obligation to be plunged in 
water^ they ought to be received. The right of admission is 
one which they enjoy as the children of God and heirs of the 
kingdom. 

Let it not be said, here, that no uncircumcised person was 
permitted to eat of the passoVer ; and therefore no^ unbaptized 
person should be permitted, under any circumstances, to eat of 
the Lord's supper, for the institutions are different ; therefore 
the rule in the former case, will not apply in the latter. And 
this argument ought never to be plead, especially by those who 
regard the Lord's supper as, in no measure, a substitute for the 
passover. The institutions are not only different, bift both 
positive; and, hence, each rests on its ou)7i basis. We cannot 
rightly argue from the one to the others any more than in the case 
of circumcision and baptism. 

And when we come to consider the institution of baptism, 
by itsetfj where do we find it asserted that no unbaptized per- 
son^ under any circumstances, shall eat of the Lord's Supper ? 
' I have not found any such prohibition. 

I have, indeed, found that the kingdom of Christ consists of 
a select company of disciples, and that these were directed to 
be initiated by baptism ; but I have not found that no one may 
be permitted to obey Christ's order to attend upon the supper 
in remembrance of him, who is considered as not having sub- 
mitted regularly to baptism. Although he be viewed as not 



1* i^ 



196 OPEN COMMUNION. 

having come into the visible church by the appointed door, but 
as having, through misconception > entered some other vr^Ljy 
shall he, for this, be refused the children's bread, when ail 
perceive him to be one of their number, and that Christ has 
received him? In a judgement of charity, he has entered the 
invisible church, through the appointed, door, vtrhich is not. bap- 
tism, but Christ himself. He has believed on him for justifica- 
tion, and been \jfim of the Spirit, which is inconceivably more 
important than to be bom of water. Shall he, therefore, be 
refused the bread of his God and Saviour, and turned out of 
doors, because he is considered as not having entered the visible 
church by the appointed medium, or by submitting to be im- 
mersed? This would seem to be making a greater account of 
the outward baptism than of regeneration itself. 

And. the rejection of the brother from communion in this 
case is the more inconsistent, because he verily believes himself 
to he baptized, aad to have come into the church in the way 
appointed. 

We can hardly suppose a case in which a person would 
deem it his duty, if properly instructed, to come to the Lord's 
table, without submitting to baptism in some form. There are 
indeed a few cases, it is said, in the Methodist denomination, of 
persons being admitted lo the communion without any baptism 
whatever. But this, one would think, must be owing to the 
want of a due consideration of the subject. 

It is possible, however, for a person to conceive it his duty to 
celebrate the Lord's supper, and yet, after being instructed, have 
no conviction ot the duty of baptism. Should such a case 
happen, it would be more consistent with the general principles 
of the gospel ,to- receive, him, than to reject him. But what might 
be admissible in such an eictreme case, could not be reasonably 
plead as a rule in common cases. 

The cases which ordinarily occur are those of persons who 
have received what they call Christian baptism ; but it not be-^ 
ing by immersion, the brethren now alluded to cannot consider it 
valid. Nevertheless I say, they may and ought to receive them 
to communion. Both baptism and the Lord's supper are com- 
mands binding on all the children of God. It is, therefore, un- 
reasonable to debar a particular class of them from the latter, 
because they appear to have misapprehended their duty. respect- 
ing the former. 

It is, indeed, said, John, iii. 6, that ^' excejKt a man be born 
of water and of the Spirit, he cannot enter into, the kingdom of 
God," in which passage, reference apj^ars to be bad both to 
baptism andregenerationt But it cannot be the meaning that nfy. 
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person, under any circumstance, can go to heaven without water 
baptism ; nor that no person can enter the visible church toUkoui 
being bom of the Spirit; but that both these qualificationi^ are 
requisite to a regular and approved standing in the gospel 
church. Although a person cannot enter the kingdom of glory 
without being born of the Spirit, it is evident that he can enter 
the visible church v^ithout it. Accordingly, we read of one in 
the parable of the marriage of the king's son, who came into the 
house without a wedding garment, and of foolish virgins who 
took no oil in their vessels with their lamps, as well as of wise 
virgins who did. 

If, therefore, notwithstanding this declaration, a person can 
enter the visible kingdom of God in this world, without being 
born of the Spirit, which i^ the most essential qualification, he 
may enter, for aught appears, without the other qualification : 
i.e. he may be admitted into the society of saints, and be num- 
bered wi(h them, especially if he appears to be born of the Spirit, 
without receiving what is deemed a regular baptism. Admit 
that he ought to be baptised by immersion — Christians ought to do 
many things which they do not do, and yet their Christian char- 
acter is not annulled. 

No one ought to enter the visible chmchwithout regeneration ; 
yet some, as it has been observed, do enter without it. Yea, 
some enter, and are allowed to enter into some churches, wi|h- 
out so much as making & profession of regeneration! Simply 
the obligation, therefore, to enter by regular baptism, will not 
preclude the possibility of entering without it. Through 
mistake on the part of the applicants, or on the part of the min- 
ister and churches, members may be received who have not all 
the qualifications demanded. Yet, notwithstanding they have 
not entered in the way and manner prescribed, in all respects ^ 
they are to be considered as in ; and while they walk worthy, 
they should be retained as members, and be admitted to all the 
privileges of members. 

The passage under consideration,. as it respects the necessity 
of baptism, can mean no more than that baptism is an appoint- 
ed badge of discipleshipf and a regular door of entrance into the 
church. It contains a rule of duty which Christians are 
bound to observe. 

Yet, it will not follow that a person cannot, through mistake 
as to the nature of this precept, come into the visible church 
without duly obeying it, and be consistently allowed to partake 
of the supper in remembrance of Christ. It does not appear 
that we are to regard baptism in all cases indispensable to com- 
munion. But those who exhibit the essential marks of discl^ 

15* 
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pleship, and desire to be admitted to the supper, although tbeic 
manner of entering the church is regarded as defective, ought jo 
be veceived. The spirit of the command is answered in this 
case, if the letter is not. We ought not to debar our brethren 
from one ordinance and privilege, because they, through mistake^ 
exclude themselves from another. But being children, they 
should have a place among the children, and be allowed to eat 
at their father's table. 

Although, therefore, I am fully persuaded. that evangelical 
Christians, in whatever way they may have been baptized, 
should be admitted to communion, on the ground that any 
mode of baptism is valid ; and that this is the true ground of 
admission, in connexion with the evidence of their piety — 
ground which ran, and ought to be defended : and that if any, 
. however, are not satisfied with this ground, they should receive 
their brethren, though not baptized according to their views 
of the subject, upon their own declaration that they are bap* 
tized, because they have the right of private judgement in the 
case: yet, if any d«em. both these grounds inadequate, they 
may receive their fellow Christians to communion on the prin- 
ciple last stated ; viz that we are not warranted to insist on bap- 
tism, in all cases ^ as an indispensable prerequisite to communion. 
If the defect in question, allowing it to be real, will not^ under 
the circumstances stated, exclude them from heaven^ and does 
not exclude them from the fellowship o/'/e^UA in this world, it 
ought not to exclude them from the fellowship of their Christian 
brethren. They have the essential prerequisite, a new hearty or 
appear to have, and, therefore, must be admitted. 

Especially, does the duty of. open communion appear to be 
binding, wheu we take into consideration the whole subject as 
it has been exhibited, and give to the several reasons which 
have been assigned their just weight. 

I. have show a that the foundation for this practice is laid ia 
the renovating work of the Spirit, by which Christians are 
brought into the same spiritual family.. 

That water applied, in any form, in the name of the sacred 
Trinity, is valid baptism. 

That all Christians have the right of private judgment, and 
none ought to lord it over the consciences of their brethren ; and 
therefore, ihey^ ought to receive one another to communion on 
their. respective testimony as to their baptism. / 

And, that those who canuot consider any other baptism va- 
lid except immersion, and cannot be satisfied with either of 
these grounds, may receive those who have not been immersed, 
upon the principle, that baptism is not an indispensable prere- 
quisite to communion in all i^ases. 



* 
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So that in every view of the subject, the duty is manifestly 
obligatory. There are reasons in favour of it which are adapts 
ed to the particular views and circumstances of all Christiansr 
If one class of Christians cannot admit theirl)rethren to com- 
munion on one of the above grounds, they can on another. So 
that the cruel bars, which have been so long kept up, ought to 
be taken down. 

It is truly a sore evil that Christians should withhold fellow- 
ship from one another. It is one of the gjreatest stumbling 
blocks which are laid before the world. It is a constant occa- 
sion of reproach, and of triumph, on the part of the enemy.— 
There is something so Unnatural in it — so contrary to the alleged 
spirit of -Christianity — so inconsistent with the representa- 
tion that Christians are one in Christ^r— so different from the 
descriptions which are given of the church, at first, when <^ the* 
multitude of them that believed were of one heart and of one 
soul" — so contrary to that special precept of Jesus that his dis- 
ciples should " love one another" — so perfectly at variance 
with his own example — and so ruinous in its tendency ; that 
every observing mind must see the absurdity of it, and every, 
tender-hearted Christian must bleed and'mourn. How can any, 
that truly prefer Jerusalem above their chief jpy, be content 
with such a state of things ? How can ministers and Christians* 
look on, with indifference, and, instead of seriously labouring to 
remove the evil, rather lend their influence to increase it, being 
content that some little thingr-some mode, or tradition, should 
be the occasion of keeping them apart, and of presenting them 
in hostile array against each other ? 

Why is not the subject more thought of? Why do not Chris- 
tians labour more assiduously to relnove this reproach from the 
church of God I Why do not the ministers of the gospel, espe- 
cially, make more powerful efforts to bring about an union 
among Christians ? The work belongs more eminently to 
them than to others ; inasmuch as they are leaders of the 
church, and as their own discordant views are the principal? 
means of keeping. the bars up. 

Painful as the truth is^ it is owing more to the stand which 
the ministers of the gospel have taken, and to the. influence 
which they exert, that this evil exists,, than to any thing which 
pertains to the churches. Only let " the watchmen see eye to 
eye," and their flocks would . readily unite in Christian com- 
munion. 

Therefore, it becomes them, especially, to examine the sub- 
j.eet, and to break down the separating wall. It becomes them 
to weep over the desolations, of Zion; to be deeply affected: 
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with the subject of these alienations and coilisioosy and of this 
defaced beauty of the church ; and to arise and labour with one 
accord, for the introduction of a better state of things. 

Let them candidly and soberly meet the existing eril ; exa- 
nnne it minutely ; and see what con be done. And let them 
diligently apply the means of reformation — the healing reme- 
dies which are required ; and nevei rest, till the object is gained 
— till erangelical Christians are of one heart and of one^soul; 
and till they walk together in the due ord^r and fellowship of 
the gospel. 

The present is, on various accounts, a favourable time for 
both ministers and private Christians to labour in this cause. — 
There are many indications in Providence favourable to efforts 
of this kind. There is already a more liberal feeling among the 
different churches than there was fot-merly ; revivals of religion 
are more frequent and powerful ; and ^' the set time to favour 
Zion" seems to be rapidly approaching, when the knowledge 
of Jesus shall fill the whole earth. Aloreover, many are ex- 
tremely tried on the subject of close communion, and are anx- 
iously looking for the period of its removal ; and the example 
of open communion is already worthily set by those missiona- 
ries of different denominations which have gone to heathen 
lands. I believe it is a well authenticated fact, that Baptist and 
Pedobaptist missionaries commune together on the shores of 
India. (And, surely, they would make a forbidding appear- 
ance among the heathen, if they did not.) And if ministers 
and members of these respective denominations can commune 
together therCy why not here ? W hy not i n every part of the toorld 1 

Moreover; there is an increased spirit of inquiry prevailing^ 
and knowledge is increasing ; and former customs and prejudi-r 
cesare giving way. Many things which once seemed imprac* 
' ticable have been achieved ; and small, but well-directed e^rts, 
have eventually met with astonishing success. There are also 
great overtarnings both in the moral and political world. 

Now all these things evince the present to be an important 
period for Christian efibrt. The interest of the church should 
be regarded with more intense feeling than has heretofore been 
possessed ; and all should labour more assiduously to remove 
the stumbling blocks ; to cast up the way ; and to restore the 
church to her primitive purity. 

The principle which I have advocated is, unquestionably, 
desirable. Every humble follower of Christ would be delight- 
ed to see the church one : he can but long to see the time whea 
all that love our Lord Jesus Christ can consistently sit down 
together and commemorate his dying love, and when they shall 
truly regard and treat one another as brethren. 
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BelkviDg that the true principles of open communion, have 
been stated and defended in this work, it is my ardent desir^ 
and prayer that the effort may be successful ; that it may be the 
means of exciting more attention to the subject ; and of calling 
forth the labours of more able pens ; that each denomination 
will duly examine the points of difference between them, and 
remove them as far as practicable, by renouncing each its own er- 
rours ; that minor differences which, in this imperfect state, 
cannot be wholly removed, may be borne with so as not to break 
their fellowship in Christy and that there may be a continual ad- 
vance in doctrinal purity, and practical godliness in the church ,^^ 
until the whole earth is filled with the glory of our common Lord» 

And, here, I must take the liberty to state, that it is manifestly 
the du^ of the friends of the system which has been illustra- 
ted, to come Qut^and take a more firm and decided stand than 
heretofore. 

It may not be their duty to secede from their respective 
churches, provided they can have their just influence iheKiu^ 
and be permitted ta labour in the cause of reformation ; and, 
provided their continued connexion with them will best advance 
their individual and the publick interest. 

But, it is manifestly important that the light should not be hid. 

These brethren have an equal right of speaking and acting, 
in regard to what they believe to be truth and duty, that others 
have, and they are under the same obligations to the Redeemer 
to make his will known, and to correct whatever is amiss. 

The portion of the churches who imbibe the preceding 
views, is very considerable, and they have been silent long 
enough, and long enough satisfied with mere toleration. It is 
time that their voices were heard in defence oi believers^ baptism 
and open communion. 

The period has, manifestly, arrived, when every friend to 
this cause should declare himself as such, and openly and firmly 
defend it^ How are the evils of infant baptism and close com^. 
munion to be put away, except by a strenuous and united efibrt 
of those who see them to be unscriptural, relying on the bless^ 
ing of God ? Shall their being placed in a delicate situation 
deter them ? Shall the fear of displeasing their brethren of the 
opposite opinions, or of making a breach in the churches, or of 
incurring loss, inconvenience, opposition and reproach, keep 
them from1l>earing testimony in the case ? What would have 
become of the church, if such m^ves had kept the friends of 
reformation from, advocating it opRly and boldly ? If we are 
to make no attempt at reformation but what can be done quietltf 
and peaceably — without hurting the feelings of brethren, anii. 
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without makinq any dimsionSy depend upon ity vre shall never 
do any thing o^ consequence. Was ever any material erroor 
corrected without a strnggle ? Was ever any attempt made at 
reformation, either in doctrine or practice, but what met, from 
some quarter or other, with opposition and reproach ? How 
was it with Luther and Calvin ? How was it with the Dis- 
senters in England ? How was it with Edwards, Bellamy, and 
others in our own land, who laboured to reform the errours in^ 
troduced into the church, in regard to the qualifications for the 
Lord's Supper, and in regard to the half-way covenant plan of 
baptizing children ? All these reformers were opposed ; yea, 
opposed with concert and determination. 

It does not appear to be the intention of Providence that truth 
should prevail over errour without a conflict. If reformers 
should wait till the church generally should admit their plans, 
without opposition, they wouldnever proceed at all in any case 
of material importance* 

But, in order to success, errour must be attacked boldly, with 
the expectation that it will be defended to the last. The point 
or points of reformation must be plainly stated, and faithfully 
supported, and pressed, and all consequences be left with Qod. 

The several considerations, therefore, just stated, should not 
deter the friends of the cause herein plead, from exerting, and 
coming out boldly. Believing these doctiines to be important^ 
they should prepare to support them, and claim the naturaly 
civily and CMstiim right of being heard in their defence. — 
While all hard and uncharitable feelings and opprobrious epi- 
thets should be carefully avoided, they should speak clearly 
iud persuasively ; gird on the harness; and advance coolly and 
resolutely forward, whatever may oppose. They should avoid 
injuring the feelings of brethren, or disturbing the publick 
peace, as far as may be consistent with advocating the truth ; 
but they must not conceal the knowledge which they have of 
the Redeemer's will; nor forbear to labour, vigoft>usly and 
unitedly, to put away the aforesaid evils ; and to break down 
the middle walls of partition between the friends of God. 

I repeat the observation, that the period has come to defend 
the scheme illustrated and advocated in this work. Already 
the number of its friends is very considerable, who are spread 
abroad through the land. Why should they keep any longer 
concealed^ or .remain inactive^ and under bonds 1 Why should 
they forbear to show thdr (Minion, when others of the opposite 
class do not hesitate to show thevrsy and to maintain it with all 
theirstrength ? Must they keep in the dark, and continue to 
weep in secret over these evils, till their brethren permit tbenu 
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to come forth, and till they will consent to make no opposition 
to their plans of reformation ? Most the multitude^ who this 
moment desire gospel baptism , without consenting, either to 
the baptism of infants, or to close communion, be obliged to be 
depn ved of the privilege of this ordinance, or be impelled for-' 
ward where they do not feel free to go ? Most the many who, 
though baptized i» infancv, have an ardent desire, and feel 
strong impressions of the duty of being baptized on their own 
faith,, be left to grieve and lament, because they cannot have 
the privilege, and, at the same time, be allowed to retain the 
right of communing with all' evangelical Christians ? Or, shall 
the foregoing system of reformation be openly advocated by its 
friends^ and measures be pcudently adopted to carry it into 
effect ? No candid and enlightened mind will hesitate to say 
that the latter is the true course. Even our opposers will ac- 
knowledge the consistency of this course, or be obliged to con- 
demn their own. 

What if the cry of breaking covenant and disturbing the 
peace of the church \s rsdsed? What does it amount to ? Is 
it to be supposed, that the instrument called a clmrch covenant 
binds Christians to walk with the church in their errovrsy and 
to make no efforts to correct them ? Or, if these efSbcts/atV, that 
they must, at all events, eontinm their relation to the church, or 
be liable to the charge of hfeaJAng, covenant^ and of cauiing 
divisions and offences ? Or does it, merely, bind us to walk 
with the churcn so far, only, as they folbw Christ, not probib- 
iting us from reforming errours ; but requiring us to do it when 
we discover them ? Aod, if we cannot peaceably and pcofitably 
remain in our respectiye churches, does it not mamfestly allow 
Vfi to ask to be mamasedj and, if this 4s denied, to secede 7 — 
Surely, <^ a brother ox a.aister is not in bondage in siich a caseJ' 

We may even he the innocent occasion of *^ divisions and 
offences," provided we do not believe^ or act, '' contrary to the 
doctrine which we haye learned," L e:. contrary to the blessed 
doctrine of Christ. 

Therefore, none ou^ to be deterred from cpoung forward 
in this cause, firmly believing it to be tha cause of God and 
trutb,^ because of any connexion which may exist between 
them and other churimes. of di&rent sentimentSb Coming out 
on the side o£ truth, is no breach of a church covenant ; for we 
did not, and could not^^bind ourselves to do. wrong,, oc to forbear 
to do r^t* 

Therefore,, I would make a solemn appeal to the enHghtened 
understandings y the Christian sympathies^ and the benevokni 
wishes of this class oi Christians, and admonish and entreat 
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theiQ to come to the help of the Lord, and to " show themselves 
men." The cause is too precious, and involves interests that 
are too dear, to permit it to lie buried and unplead. 

You are called upon, my brethren, to claim only a common 
privilege with that of your other Christian brethren, and to dis- 
charge a similar duty to what they all deem binding on them- 
selves, viz. labouring for the defence and purity of the gospel. 

Come forth, then, with warm^ cheerful^ and united hearts, and 
labour /at7^tt%, and leave the event with God. Who can tell 
but the Lord will regard and bless ; and though our efforts may 
, appear as diminutive and ineJ9icient to our opponents, as those 
of Nehemiah and the Jews did, when rebuilding the walls of 
Jerusalem, to Sanballat and Tobiah, the work, like theirs^ may 
eventually prosper. 

And to the ministers and churches both of the Baptist and 
Pedobaptist denominations, I would respectfully observe, that 
if the points which have been discussed have been supported 
from scripture, it is of high importance thsit you should respec- 
tively receive convicfion, and adopt this plan of reformation 
and union. £ do not aim any opposition to you^ but 'to your 
respective errours. I assure you df my affectionate regard to yoa 
OS ministers and as Christians. But believing that you have 
adopted either the one or the other of the errours which have 
been pointed out^ I am under indispensable obligation to ex- 
pose them. And I invite your candid attention to my remarks 
and reasons. I claim no regard to any thing that I have said, 
further than it is based on the truth. 

But if the scheme is true, you are bound to adopt it ; and 

. each denomination to give up its oum errours, and meet the 

other on the middle ground. You will not fail to see that if thiK 

scheme be true, its adoption will, at once, wholly relieve the 

subject of communion and Christian and ministerial intercourse. 

May you, therefore, be enabled respectively to examine and 
to understand it, and, if it comports with the scriptures, to adopt 
it ; and, henceforth, to become one in affection 6Jid practice^ 9s 
you belong to one Lord, and are animated by one hope of ihe 
high and heavenly calling. 

To readers in general, who have not yet adopted the foregoing 
scheme of baptism and communion, 1 would earne^ly recom- 
mend a patient and candid investigation of the subject ; a dili- 
gent comparing of every thing wid^ the scriptures ; and fervent 
prayer for divine direction. And as you receive the light, walk 
in it, ascribing all the glory to God through Jesus Christ our 
Lord. 

THE END. 



